UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DEPARTMENTAL OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS

THE DESCENDANTS OF THE BOYD CARTER MEMORIAL CEMETERY, and
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VS. Docket No.

WEST VIRGINIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE; WEST VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION; WEST VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS; DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION, FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION, WEST
VIRGINIA DIVISION; JEFFERSON COUNTY COMMISSION and ITS
COMPONENTS: JEFFERSON COUNTY HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION,
JEFFERSON COUNTY OFFICE OF ENGINEERING, and THE OFFICE OF THE
COUNTY CLERK OF JEFFERSON COUNTY

Respondents.

COMPLAINT PURSUANT TO TITLE VI OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964
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I. COMPLAINANTS

The Complainants are the African American Boyd Carter Memorial Cemetery
(hereinafter called “the Cemetery”), and its descendants; and Rural Agricultural Defenders
(RAD). _are African American descendants of many individuals
buried in the Cemetery. Jennifer J. King, Giuliana Brogna, and Susan April are members of
Rural Agricultural Defenders, friends of the Cemetery.

The Complainants bring forward this complaint pursuant to Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 on behalf of the 85 dearly departed occupants of the Cemetery (Exhibit A) and at
least 88 additional deceased individuals whose internment site is located in Kearneysville, WV,
but the exact locations are unknown. The majority of these deceased individuals were African
American. Not all death records are available (only records prior to 1968 are public) but the
remaining individuals are most likely African American due to the familial relationships to other
decedents buried in the Cemetery.

This vulnerable, voiceless minority population was adversely affected by the neutral, but
more often indifferent, application of policies and procedures by West Virginia State Agencies
and Departments beginning in early 2017 and continuing to the present day. The Complainants
assert that the African American occupants of the Cemetery have been regularly discriminated
against as a consequence of supposedly routine governmental business. The Complainants assert
that no substantial legitimate justification for these disparate impacts can be made; time and time
again the interests of the well-funded and well-connected few were prioritized above the dignity
of the human beings interned in the Cemetery. Furthermore, the Complainants believe that
effective alternative practices exist that can lessen the potential for unintended discrimination
and this complaint will give the Respondents the opportunity to address dificeincies their policies
and procedures that can lead to discrimination, even unintentially, in violation of Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964.

The dead cannot speak for themselves, the living must speak for them.
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II. RESPONDENTS

The Respondents are West Virginia State Historic Preservation Office (WVSHPO); West
Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (WVDEP); West Virginia Department of
Transportation (WVDOT), Division of Highways ; Department of Transportation, Federal
Highways Administration, West Virginia Division; Jefferson County Commission (JCC) and its
components: Jefferson County Historic Landmark Commission (JCHLC); Jefferson County
Office of Engineering, and The Office of the County Clerk of Jefferson County.

The Respondents’ actions and inactions in regards to the Cemetery, both directly and
indirectly, in the course of government business have severely and adversely impacted the
Cemetery. The Complainants do not see intentional discrimination at work, but rather a negative,
disparate impact that may be unintended, but nethertheless has discriminating affects on the
Cemetery occupants and their descendents.

Regardless if the Respondents explicitly prohibit discrimination in violation of Title VI,
the established procedures and policies, and implementation of those policies have allowed
various construction activities to proceed unchecked, causing irreparable harm to the Cemetery,
its descendants, and African American culture, heritage, and history in Jefferson County WV.
This harm is obvious in that the archacological settings and significance of these burial grounds
have been directly affected. The Respondents, who all receive federal funding as demonstrated in
the sections below, are required to make every effort to abide by all laws of the Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 [42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.] and must have the awareness, skills, and
training to respect and protect all aspects of a culture’s heritage, history, and traditions.

It is unclear to the Complainants whether the harms described herein are the results of
collusion on a county, state and national scale or a complete breakdown of Jefferson County and
West Virginia State government functioning. The reason why matters little; the Cemetery and
it’s occupants were left to the mercy of corporations that do not feel obligated to respect the

Cemetery and clearly intend to continue construction regardless of the consequences to others.
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III. SUMMARY OF TITLE VI COMPLAINTS BY AGENCY
Under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 [42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.], the

Complainants submit this affirmative statement within 180 days of the following harms:

The Section 106 procedure managed by West Virginia State Historic Preservation Office
(WVSHPO) was not compliant with Federal Regulations 36 CFR § 800 and 54 U.S. Code
§ 306101-306131, resulting in an incomplete Section 106 process , and flawed permits
that referenced it. Further, West Virginia State Historic Preservation Office (WVSHPO)
failed to respond and act upon communications and pleas sent from descendants,
historians, and supporters regarding the historic significance of the Cemetery and the
need to preserve and protect the Cemetery against construction activities on its borders.
The last action by WVSHPO in regards to the cemetery was May 3, 2019.

Approval of the NPDES/State Stormwater Construction Permit (Permit #WVR311281)
for Mountaineer Gas’ gas pipeline issued on March 29, 2019 by the West Virginia
Department of Environmental Protection (WVDEP).

Failure of the Jefferson County Historic Landmarks Commission (JCHLC) to comply
with WVSHPO procedures and procedures set forth under JCHLC’s bylaws which
govern recognition and protection of historic areas. Last JCHLC action regarding the

Cemetery was June 18, 2019.

Failure for Jefferson County Office of Engineering to review Mountaineer Gas’ gas
pipeline route and project. (NPDES/State Stormwater Construction Permit (Permit
#WVR311281) issued on March 29, 2019 by the West Virginia Department of
Environmental Protection (WVDEP))

Failure for Jefferson County Clerk to accurately keep land records. Incorrect land records
were involved in Mountaineer Gas’ gas pipeline route and project. (NPDES/State
Stormwater Construction Permit (Permit #WVR311281) issued on March 29, 2019 by the
West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (WVDEP))
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IV. THE CEMETERY BACKGROUND

A. About Boyd Carter Memorial Cemetery

The Cemetery is located on Granny Smith Lane in Kearneysville, WV and lies within the
Middleway District of Jefferson County. It is a predominantly African American burial ground.
The community where the Cemetery is located has been historically called Harts Town. Harts
Town was a known African American community and has been well documented in WV State
Historic Preservation Office’s (WVSHPO) historical surveys, however, it has not been granted a
designation of historical significance, protection, or preservation to any to the African American
structures, objects and sites in the area.

The Cemetery has been referred to as the Boyd Carter Cemetery, Stewart Chapel
Methodist Cemetery, African Methodist Episcpoal (A.M.E.) Cemetery, Methodist Cemetery of
Kearneysville, and Jefferson Orchards Cemetery. Sometimes the Cemetery is referred to as two
separate cemeteries, however, it is one tract of land.

The Cemetery has at least 85 known burials. (Exhibit A) The first known burial in the
Cemetery was in 1904 and the most recent burial was in 1999. A December 1902 deed (Deed
Book 98, Page 68) called the Cemetery a “burying ground for colored people”. (Exhibit B) There
are some graves with only markers and no discernible text. There are several United States
military war veterans buried there.' The Cemetery is a public cemetery and as mentioned within
its deed has it own ingress and egress rights to Granny Smith Lane.

A neighboring property deed indicates there could be burials along property boundaries:
“this conveyance is made subject to such rights of burial as may exist - it being understood that
there may be certain bodies buried in the portion of the land herein described near to and along

the northeast line of the old cemetery and the northwest line of the old cemetery.” (Exhibit C). A
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recent survey performed indeed show many burials outside of the Cemetery boundaries. (Exhibit
D) Only one grave, _ is listed for spatial reference on the recent survey map;

however, many more identifiable burials lie beyond the Cemetery property boundaries.

1. Ground Penetrating Radar
Ground penetrating radar was performed on April 3, 2019, which indicates several

potential unmarked graves inches from Granny Smith Lane.? (Exhibit E and F) Some graves

have a depth of only 2.5 feet below ground surface.?

With the help of ground penetrating radar and research, grave plotting is underway
(Exhibit G). * More archaeological research is needed to detect burials. As indicated in the report
many graves could be depreciated, not within caskets, and vegetation impairments make burials
harder to detect with radar:

“We found that the soil allowed for maximum GPR depth penetration of 5’ in areas

outside of heavy vegetation. Findings ranged from confirmed potential graves to potential

voids. As stated in the limitations, due to the age of many of the graves and the unknown
caskets that the deceased were buried in, many of these graves could be extremely
depreciated over time. Therefore, minimal voids could indicate the presence of remnants

and were marked out accordingly.”

2. Unmarked Graves
From death certificate and grave research, there are at least 85 confirmed burials in the

Boyd Carter Memorial Cemetery. (Exhibit A) Death certificate research indicates an additional

% Ground Penetrating Radar Report
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1rTSoCM20reOppOR gt7UD6BIjkpTCud e/view?usp=sharing
? Ground Penetrating Radar Report - page 4
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1rTSoCM20reOppOR gt7UD6BIjkpTCud e/view?usp=sharing
4

https:/www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/viewer?fbclid=IwAR I WIJENg6¢JT6a4B-dwJUtGStgdSEES
GRI-ywbaopukS8FrHE 1na7w_z6tk&mid=1qnKOsb6azSpwhfel jn3wénlzzEEcQUZYU&I11=39.3
7681500000004%2C-77.88196900000003&z=19

5 Ground Penetrating Radar Report - page 2
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1rTSoCM20reOppOR gt7UD6BIjkpTCud _e/view?usp=sharing

6 of 146



88 burials with Kearneysville, WV listed as the place for interment. These individuals do not
appear in the cemetery inventories of the four cemeteries located in Kearneysville (Caucasian
cemetery at the Kearneysville Presbyterian Church, African American cemetery located at St.
Paul's Baptist Church, Hart-Lucas African American cemetery located adjacent of St. Paul's
Baptist Church's cemetery, and African American Boyd Carter Memorial Cemetery). A
cross-reference check was also performed against other known African American and

non-segregated cemeteries located in Jefferson and Berkeley Counties.

3. Boyd Carter Memorial Cemetery - Slave Burial Ground

Historical research shows the Cemetery and surrounding properties were owned by slave
owners, _ & his descendants, the Dandridge’s. Jefferson Orchards’ (adjacent to the
Cemetery property) deed indicates Dandridge ownership. (Exhibit H) From 1763 - 1772,
Stephen owned 1,100 acres and 318 acres was used for mostly wheat production and pasturage.
In the center of this 318 acres, is where the Cemetery sits today. Historical research indicates the
Cemetery and surrounding properties were a burying ground for a hundred years of Stephen's &
Dandridge's enslaved. According to U.S. Censuses, through most of the first half of the 1800’s,
the Dandridge's owned the most enslaved persons ranging from forty to over eighty.

The 1852 S. Howell Brown Map of Jefferson County, WV shows Dandridge land
ownership.® (Exhibit I) While mapping technologies have greatly improved since 1852, many
property boundaries have remained the same. The -property of today (formerly owned by
- has remained unchanged for over 150 years. We used this property as a point of
reference to overlay the current Jefferson County Tax Map with the 1852 map showing
Dandridge ownership and the Cemetery location. (Exhibit J) Also, the West Virginia GeoHistory
/ Geo-Explorer Project: Jefferson County Land Grants map’ show Stephen ownership of the

Cemetery and surrounding property in 1763. (Exhibit K)

61852 S. Howell Brown Map of Jefferson County, WV https:/www.loc.gov/item/2005625308/
" West Virginia GeoHistory / Geo-Explorer Project Jefferson County Land Grants
http://wvgeohistory.org/portals/0/ESRIJavascriptMaps/GHLandGrants/viewer/index html
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More research is needed, however, it is possible that since some of the confirmed and
unmarked burials have birth dates before 1863, these individuals could have been born into
slavery.

Mother Nature and Father Time have taken a toll on the Cemetery. This is not anyone's
fault and it is not abandoned as many living descendants still care for the Cemetery. Tree roots
have become intertwined with graves. Most of the trees in the Cemetery have been there for
years and research shows that slaves often buried their departed in remote areas and non-arable

land among trees and underbrush and used trees as burial markers.*® (EXHIBIT L and M) .

Slaves were forced to bury their loved ones where their masters deemed not worthy for other
purposes. The Cemetery has a deep depression and a rock ridge located in the middle of the
property which would make this land unworthy of agriculture.

Plantings of yucca, daffodils, and small bushes mark graves.'®"" (EXHIBIT M, N. and O)

As is traditional of African American burials, individuals were laid to rest in an east-west
orientation. Some of the burials are not only near family members but also arranged in kinship
groups. Additionally, there are tokens and symbolic memorials left on gravesites. It is difficult at
this time to determine how many of these remnants, memorials, and grave markers are
underneath the soil and debris at the cemetery. A phase one cultural resource study could help in
identifying resources and defining the site boundaries within the area of potential effect.

Often African American cemeteries’ and burial grounds’ traditions are misunderstood or
disregarded and are labeled as abandoned. The University of Georgia states, “Consequently,

these traditions, along with the South's segregated past, has lead [sic] to the negative perception

§ “Grave Matters: The Preservation of African-American Cemeteries” by the Chicora Foundation, page 4
http://www.chicora.org/pdfs/Grave%20Matters%20-%20The%20Preservation%200f%20African%20American%20

Cemeteries.pdf?fbclid=IwAR2RIXr7kH3S-fWPvic6vGEfnZsA 116 VMPUS5PcxZi 1 tkU3IRe6jaSf5a64c
? “African American Cemeteries and the Restoration Movement” University of Georgia

https://digilab.libs.uga.edu/cemetery/exhibits/show/brooklyn/african-American-cemeteries-an?fbclid=IwAR3eukiE
HF10w6q2F7488J0UbAhvXKTA328V...

10 “Grave Matters: The Preservation of African-American Cemeteries” by the Chicora Foundation, page 5
http://www.chicora.org/pdfs/Grave%20Matters%20-%20The%20Preservation%200f%20African%20American%20

Cemeteries.pdf?fbclid=IwAR2RIXr7kH3S-fWPvic6vGEfnZsA 116 VMPUS5PcxZi 1 tkU3IRe6jaSf5a64c
1 “African American Cemeteries and the Restoration Movement” University of Georgia

https://digilab.libs.uga.edu/cemetery/exhibits/show/brooklyn/african-American-cemeteries-an?fbclid=IwAR3eukiE
HFI0w6q2F7488J0UbAhvXKTA328V...
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of Black cemeteries as being abandoned and unkept.”'? Please note the Anderson Cemetery
mentioned in this reference document is not in West Virginia. The Anderson Cemetery is
located in Henrico County, Glen Allen, Virginia."

Many old cemeteries are in danger of being destroyed by encroaching economic
development projects; however, it is more common that African American cemeteries are
removed and erased from history and their communities.'* The removal of African American
cemeteries and burial grounds has become such a problem that new legislation has been
introduced to protect these cemeteries and burial grounds.'

The African American Burial Grounds Network Act, also known as HR 1179, was
created by Rep. Alma S. Adams (D-NC) and Rep. A. Donald McEachin (D-VA) to preserve and
protect African American cemeteries and burial grounds and African American history.'® '’

Ignorance of a culture’s heritage and traditions is not an excuse for discriminatory actions
(or inactions) by government entities. It is the duty of the Respondents to at least respect the
variety of cultures and traditions that make the United States a uniquely diverse country. Every
effort should be made by all the Respondents to prevent discrimination on the basis of gender,

race, color, disability or national origin. The Respondents, being federally funded agencies,

12 “African American Cemeteries and the Restoration Movement” University of Georgia
https://digilab.libs.uga.edu/cemetery/exhibits/show/brooklyn/african-American-cemeteries-an?fbclid=IwAR3eukiE
HF10w6q2F7488J0UbAhvXKTA328V...

13 “Marker unveiled at historic Glen Allen cemetery”, by the Henrico Citizen, May 14, 2019
https://www.henricocitizen.com/articles/marker-unveiled-at-historic-glen-allen-cemetery/

14 “Gentrification is erasing black cemeteries and, with it, black history” by Christopher Petrella, The
Guardian, April 29, 2019,

https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2019/apr/27/gentrification-is-erasing-black-cemeteries-and-w
ith-it-black-history?CMP=share btn fb&fbclid=IwAR3MpQ3gVHKOh1BuGPhZ81gkcFD3nyu60tzYqEcqjYCS2P
DIGCOq618V-tk

15 “New Legislation Seeks To Protect Lost African-American Burial Grounds”, by David Anderson,
Forbes, Feb 13, 2019,
https://www.forbes.com/sites/davidanderson/2019/02/13/new-legislation-seeks-to-protect-lost-african-American-bur

ial-grounds/?fbelid=IwAR1ZFLIfthyBgFE57zELkkh8iGqTwxFFs7REBwIMGaQvBs1 IRpAWeEqhKAfw#3623066
85dd8

16 “Lawmakers Introduce African-American Burial Grounds Network Act”, By George Kevin Jordan, The
Afro, March 9, 2019,
https://www.afro.com/lawmakers-introduce-african-American-burial-grounds-network-act/?fbclid=IwAR3kAbSfnJ
ZRjFyJOVeF4YjgMIme7PORbSAEfY20...

'7 The African American Burial Grounds Network Act, HR 1179,

https://mceachin.house.gov/sites/mceachin.house.gov/files/documents/2019-02-11%20Adams McEachin%20Africa
n%20American%20Burial%20Ground%20Network%20Act 0.pdf
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should have the awareness, knowledge, and training to not only recognize African American

historical sites but handle them respectfully and appropriately.

4. African Methodist Episcopal Church of Kearneysville Affiliation

The African Methodist Episcopal (A.M.E.) Church has been abandoned since the 1970s
but was affiliated with the Cemetery for decades. The deed for the A.M.E. Church shows it was
established in 1889. (Exhibit P) The A.M.E. Church has also been called the Stewart Chapel
African Methodist Episcopal (A.M.E.) Church. It is located less than 800 feet from the
Cemetery. (Exhibit Q)

WVSHPO previously reviewed the A.M.E. Church for the National Historic Register
eligibility back in 1996 (Exhibit R) as well as the related A.M.E. Meeting House. (Exhibit S)
Both of these structures were decommissioned from Hartstown community use in the 1970's.
While the WVSHPO surveys described dilapidated structures, they made no reference to the
Church grounds as well as making no recommendations for further archaeological surveys or
research. A church, being sacred ground, usually has burials on its property. It was remiss of the
surveyor and WVSHPO not to recommend further archaeological research and assessment.

As mentioned previously, 88 death certificates indicate Kearneyville as the interment
location. The Complainants believe many of these individuals to be interred at the A.M.E.
Church as well as the Boyd Carter Memorial Cemetery. Oral interviews were conducted with
_ Cemetery descendants and life-long residents of
Kearneysville, and they have recollections of graves and burial ceremonies at the A.M.E. Church
decades ago.

It is possible temporary funeral home markers were used at the time of interment instead
of more permanent markers or headstones and time, weather, etc. has displaced those markers.
Lack of burial plot documentation for the Cemetery and lack of archaeological research on the
Cemetery, A.M.E. Church, and Meeting House make burial locations difficult to determine.
Many of the African American death certificates in question indicate burials in “M.E. Church of
Kearneysville” which could indicate burials at the Cemetery or the A.M.E. Church. By cross

checking with other Jefferson County and Berkeley County cemeteries, the Complainants believe
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many of these individuals were were laid to rest at the Boyd Carter Memorial Cemetery and the
AM.E. Church.

It is highly likely there are more than 88 unmarked African American graves located in
Boyd Carter Memorial Cemetery and A.M.E. Church as the latest burial in Boyd Carter was
1999. For privacy concerns regarding social security numbers, death certificate research can only
be performed for deaths up until 1968.

The A.M.E. Church, Meeting House, and its property are currently without guardianship
or trustees as the original trustees have been deceased for years and legal provisions have not
been established for the property. Some of the original trustees for the A.M.E. Church were also
the original trustees for the Cemetery. Further research is needed to identify possible future heirs
and/or trustees. To the Complainants knowledge, no legal proceedings have occurred to condemn
the property and it has not been taken by eminent domain. To this day, Jefferson County
Assessor and Tax information indicates the property is still under a church exemption status.

(Exhibit T and U)

V. RECIPIENT: WEST VIRGINIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

The West Virginia State Historic Preservation Office (WVSHPO) is a division of the
West Virginia Department of Arts, Culture and History. WVSHPO states its mission is “to
encourage, inform, support, and participate in the efforts of the people of West Virginia to
identify, recognize, preserve and protect West Virginia's prehistoric and historic structures,
objects and sites.” WVSHPO seems to fill two roles in the Section 106 process; as the SHPO
consultant in a subordinate role to the “Agency Official” (as described in 36 CFR § 800.2(a))
leading the Section 106 process on behalf of a federal agency; SHPO also appears to act as the
“Agency Official” leading the Section 106 process when a federal agency is not directly involved
and historic preservation consultation is required for state level permits. Ms. Susan Pierce is the

State Historic Preservation Officer and Director of WVSHPO.
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A. Federal Funding
WYV SHPO is the recipient of federal grants from the National Parks Service, a Bureau of
the United States Department of the Interior. The CFDA program is 15.904 - Historic
Preservation Fund Grants-In-Aid, which provides FORMULA grants and PROJECT grants. '*
The Complainants allege that from March 7, 2017 through the present, WVSHPO’s practices had

a disparate impact on the Boyd Carter Cemetery and it’s descendants.

West Virginia Department of Arts, Culture and History / WVSHPO
Federal Funding 2017 - 2019

Fed. Agency Action Date Award ID Amount
DOI/NPS 07/14/2017 P17AF00018 $443,207
DOI/NPS 09/05/2017 P17AF00018 $276,583
DOI/NPS 04/10/2018 P18AF00021 $357,143
DOI/NPS 06/07/2018 P18AF00021 $375,816
DOI/NPS 07/02/2019 P19AF00115 $742,836
DOI/NPS 08/21/2019 P19AP00147 $24,841

B. Timeliness of Complaint
40 C.F.R. § 7.120(b)(2) requires that a complaint alleging discrimination under a program
or activity receiving Federal financial assistance must be filed within 180 days after the alleged
discriminatory act.
The Complainants argue that May 3, 2019 is the most recent interaction of consequence

with WVSHPO regarding the Cemetery. James Surkamp, a Jefferson County resident and local

8BFORMULA grants- Funding to States, Tribes, Territories, the Freely Associated States, the District of
Columbia, Certified Local Governments, and other applicants as defined by Congress, to assist in the
identification, evaluation, and protection of historic properties by such means as education, survey,
planning, technical assistance, preservation, documentation, and financial incentives like grants and
tax credits available for historic properties.

PROJECT grants- Funding to eligible grantees to provide for the identification, evaluation, and
protection of historic properties as defined by Congress.
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historian, sent WVSHPO an historical review of the area now known as Jefferson Orchards
where the Rockwool Ranson facility is currently under construction. WVSHPO received his
report on May 3, 2019. (Exhibit V) This report, which cited census reports, Jefferson County
land maps, tax records and other publicly available documentation, laid out a robust argument for
the historical significance of the site that includes the Cemetery. WVSHPO never responded to
this communication, essentially refusing to initiate the “Post-Review Discovery” process as
described in 36 CFR § 800.13. This negligent action is described below.

The 180 day limitations period ends October 30, 2019. This complaint was sent by
FedEx Overnight Priority to Director, Office of Civil Rights, Department of the Interior, 1849 C
Street, NW, Washington, DC, 20240 on September 23, 2019.

C. Background

WVSHPO has known of the existence of the Cemetery for many years. Unfortunately,
due to inaccuracies included on the 2005 WV Cemetery Survey Form for the Cemetery, much of
the information in WVSHPO’s possession about the Cemetery is incorrect. For example, under
“Burial Population”, graves were noted to be “Euro & African American”. (Exhibit W). Even
more egregious, the survey notes only 53 known burials; there are 32 additional burials visible
on the ground and in the historic record. The 2005 survey also incorrectly claims that “Some
caskets appear to have been removed.”; however, this is an unsubstantiated statement as there is
no evidence or known reason for burial removals at the time or prior to this survey.

The Complainants argue that WVSHPO was filling the role of “Agency Official” in the
Section 106 process as no federal agency was involved. There were many points throughout the
15 months process that WVSHPO could have acted as a protective advocate not only for the
Cemetery, but for at least three near-by properties listed on the National Register of Historic
Places (- Farm, -F arm, and _ WVSHPO failed in its responsibility to
properly manage the Section 106 process as an advocate for historic places, causing the
Cemetery, among other properties, to suffer a disparate impact from the construction activities at

the Rockwool site.
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The majority of research used in this complaint was obtained by a Freedom of
Information Action request to WVSHPO filed August 28, 2018 by Jefferson County Vision.
Extracts of this large FOIA returned are included as exhibits. Mr. James Surkamp provided

historic research resources.

D. Discriminatory Acts

a. WVSHPO incorrectly assumes the Cemetery is not in the direct footprint of

Rockwool construction activities. This action violates 36 CFR § 800.4(a)(1) which

specifies that the Area of Potential Effect must be determined and 36 CFR §

800.4(b)(1) which requires the agency official to “make a reasonable and good faith
effort to carry out appropriate identification efforts”.

The Complainants argue that WVSHPO neglected to follow federal regulations
governing the Section 106 process initiated by ERM, Inc. on behalf of the Jefferson Orchard
Project (Project FR# 17-437-JF, AKA “Project Shuttle”, “Granny Smith Lane, Kearneysville”,
“Rockwool”, “Roxul”) on March 7, 2017 (Exhibit X). In a reply letter (Exhibit Y) sent April 3,
2017, Susan Pierce, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, noted the Cemetery’s presence
immediately adjacent to the project site (Cemetery WV SHPO ID #46JF507). She notes that the
Cemetery had not yet been evaluated for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP), but critically and incorrectly assumes that the Cemetery is not in the direct footprint of
the project area, and will therefore only need to be evaluated for viewshed effects (“Indirect
effects” per Section 106) if deemed eligible for the NRHP. Ms. Pierce erred earlier in this same
letter by suggesting, without evidence or consultation with ERM, Inc. that a viewshed evaluation
anticipating a 2-3 story building would be adequate.

Ms. Pierce was not aware of and made no attempt to be aware of a number of marked and
unmarked graves that lay outside the Cemetery property line. Surveys and assessments over the

next year and a half also failed to note that these graves are situated on Rockwool’s property and

therefore directly in the footprint of the project area (Exhibit D and E). This wrong assumption

remained a “fact” for WVSHPO even after they had signed off on the project (Approval letter is
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estimated to have been delivered around June 25-July 4, 2018, Complainants do not have an
email or letter evidence).

In an email dated August 21, 2018, (Exhibit Z), Carolyn Kender, an archaeologist
employed by WVSHPO, claimed “It is our understanding that the Jefferson Orchard Cemetery
[the Cemetery] will not be impacted by the project’s construction activities”. WVSHPO relied on
assessments done by consultants to deem the Cemetery ineligible for inclusion on NRHP, and as
it never acknowledged that some graves were outside of the property line, how could WVSHPO
have possibly determined that the Cemetery would be unaffected by construction?

It is the Complainants understanding that WVSHPO guidelines do not consider
cemeteries as eligible for NRHP unless someone of historical significance is buried there. How
could WVSHPO and their consultants have made this assumption with an incomplete 2005
burial inventory which never was given a second look or assessment? Again, there are 32 more
easily identifiable confirmed burials than the 53 that was listed on the 2005 burial inventory.

Rockwool" stormwater construction plans approved by the WVDEP reveal their
intention to construct an emergency access road next to the Cemetery; on the road currently
named Granny Smith Lane. (Exhibit AA) An easement agreement made between Rockwool and
Jefferson Orchards, Inc. filed in the Jefferson County Courthouse (deed book 1197 page 680)
also reveal their intentions for said emergency access road. (Exhibit BB)

Granny Smith Lane currently is a gravel, single-vehicle width road. The emergency
access lane is required to be at least 12 feet wide, which implies that Granny Smith Lane will
need to be widened, threatening the graves laying outside the Cemetery boundaries on Rockwool
property. There are marked graves as well as unmarked graves detected by ground penetrating

radar within this area. (Exhibit E and F) Some of these graves lay 6 inches from the road and are

critically threatened.

It is unclear how the Cemetery would have been treated differently if WVSHPO correctly
noted that graves lie outside the Cemetery boundaries on Rockwool property. It is also unclear
how this portion of land containing these graves could have been sold to Rockwool. The

Complainants argue that due to WVSHPO’s negligent assumption that the Cemetery was not

1 Roxul dba Rockwool is tracked through the entire WVDEP permitting system as the entity Roxul.
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included in the direct footprint of construction activity, and the fact that WVSHPO, various
consultants and Rockwool, made no attempt to correct this wrong assumption; the occupants of
the Cemetery and the Descendants have been disparately impacted by the disturbance to the
Cemetery’s archaeological significance from the construction activities of Rockwool and the

Mountaineer Gas Pipeline and threat of exhumation to make way for the emergency access lane.

b. WVSHPO incorrectly requested Section 106 public comment from

Jefferson County Historic Landmarks Commission (JCHLC). The Rockwool

project is located in Ranson, WV therefore the request for public comment should

have been addressed to City Council of Ranson, WV. This violated 36 CFR §

800.3(e) requiring a plan to inform the public of the undertaking.

There appears to be confusion over what government entity has authority to make public
comments for this project. The entirety of the Rockwool project is located in the jurisdiction of
Ranson, not the Middleway District of Jefferson County as was put forth by ERM, Inc. when the
Section 106 process was initiated and continued to be incorrectly located in Middleway in
subsequent communications and reports. The request for Section 106 public comments should
have been sent to Ranson City Council in addition to the JCHLC, which had jurisdiction over
three nearby NRHP properties and the Cemetery.

In the JCHLC October 10, 2018 meeting minutes (Exhibit CC), ‘_’suggested
the HLC membership, as County Commission appointed agents, are able to request any
documents necessary to make an informed decision relating to their decision-making processes.”
“Mr. Burke responded to - and indicated the property [Rockwool] is within a municipal
boundary [Ranson, WV] and, thus, not under the jurisdiction of the HLC.” The suggestion is
made that “Once Rockwool chose Ranson instead of the county property, the county commission
took no further part [in the process].”

It is fair to assume that Ranson is responsible for monitoring historic places within its
jurisdiction. Under the Section 106 regulations, 36 CFR § 800.2(¢c)(3) - Participants in the
Section 106 process: “Under other provisions of Federal law, the local government may be

authorized to act as the agency official for purposes of section 106.” However, Ranson does not
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have a committee or council dedicated to historic landmarks in its jurisdiction. In this case, the
Section 106 request for public comment for the Rockwool project should have been addressed to
the City Council of Ranson. Rockwool had been working intimately with the City of Ranson and
knew well that their property was located in Ranson, why was this error not addressed by
Rockwool or its contractors?

Since JCHLC denies responsibility for evaluating this particular property and provided
no comment, and the municipality in which the property is located does not have an established
entity to provide comments on historic places, and no effort was made by WVSHPO or ERM,
Inc. to contact Ranson, then it is logical to conclude that the Section 106 requirement for
public comment was not met.

Regardless of the jurisdiction confusion regarding the Rockwool property, which is
indeed located in Ranson, WV, the Cemetery is located in the Middleway District of Jefferson
County, and falls within the purview of the JCHLC. The JCHLC therefore neglected their
responsibility to evaluate the Cemetery when they incorrectly assumed that none of the aspects
of this project were within their authority to evaluate.

The fact that the public was not informed, not even through a governmental body charged
with handling historic properties within their jurisdiction, certainly violates 36 CFR § 800.3(e)
requiring a plan to inform the public of the Section 106 undertaking. Although SHPO did make a

plan, the plan was faulty from inception and destined to never be seen by the public.

¢ . WVSHPO did not receive public comment for the Section 106 process in
violation of 36 CFR § 800.2(d)(2)(2). Further, it is unclear if Jefferson County

Historic Landmark Commission (JCHLC) received the letter requesting public

comment.

Regardless that the City of Ranson should have been contacted to provide public
comment for the area within their jurisdiction, there was no reply or public comment from the
agency that was solicited for comment, JCHLC. This violates 36 CFR § 800.2(d)(2)(2) which
requires that the public be informed about an undertaking and its effects on historic properties.

“The agency official must, except where appropriate to protect confidentiality concerns of
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affected parties, provide the public with information about an undertaking and its effects on
historic properties and seek public comment and input.”

In WVSHPO’s April 3, 2017 reply letter (Exhibit Y) to ERM, Inc. which initiates the
Section 106 Process, special mention is made that Federal regulations require public comment.
WVSHPO also requires that ERM, Inc. specifically contact the Jefferson County Historic
Landmark Commission (JCHLC) and request comment on the project. In this letter, the
Cemetery (WVSHPO ID# 46JF507) is specifically mentioned as a potential historic place that
requires evaluation for inclusion on NRHP.

A July 24, 2017 reply letter (Exhibit DD) to WVSHPO from Paige Gardner of The
Thrasher Group, Inc. (A sub-consultant hired to perform the Phase 1 Archaeological Survey),
supplies a copy of the letter sent on June 5, 2017 (Exhibit EE) to JCHLC requesting public
comment. There are three NRHP properties that are listed on this letter, but the Cemetery is NOT
listed nor is its ID number given. It is impossible to know if the Cemetery was purposely
excluded from this letter, however, its exclusion certainly would have made evaluation of the
Cemetery by the JCHLC unlikely.

Ms. Gardner reports that she received no comments or communications in response from
JCHLC within 30 days. It appears that no other attempts were made to contact the JCHLC
regarding this project. In the digital era we live in, it must be asked why contact via e-mail or
telephone was not attempted. Both an email address
(landmarkscommission@jeffersoncountywv.org) and a telephone number (304-728-3195) are
listed on the JCHLC website. Why didn’t Ms. Gardner try to make contact through another
method?

Regardless of the reason, the result was that no public comments were received from
JCHLC. It appears that WVSHPO accepts this singular contact attempt as satisfying the
requirement for public comment as they made no response to the July 24th letter. It appears that
no other attempts were made to alert the public at large to the Section 106 review underway. Had
any attempt been made to alert the public through usual means, i.e. Legal Notice in the local
paper of record (The Spirit of Jefferson), it is likely that members of the community and

descendants would have responded.
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Furthermore, there is no proof provided that the June 5th letter was in fact received by
JCHLC. There is no delivery confirmation receipt or evidence of a postmarked envelope
included with the July 24th letter. A review of JCHLC’s meeting minutes from the past several
years reveals that projects under Section 106 review are discussed and evaluated during the
JCHLC’s bimonthly meetings. There is no mention in the July 12, 2017 meeting minutes of the
June 5th letter or the Section 106 process for Project FR# 17-437-JF, AKA “Project Shuttle”
(Exhibit FF). The first time the Rockwool/Roxul project is discussed by JCHLC occurs on
December, 18 2017 in which JCHLC member Ben Horter reports that “They are already moving
dirt. Their 106 was approved”. (Exhibit GG) To be clear, the Section 106 process was not closed
until 7 months later in late June 2018.

The Cemetery was disparately impacted by the lack of public comment in that the local
community, and even those historically-minded individuals on the JCHLC, were unaware of the
imminent threat of development until construction had already begun. Had the public been
alerted in advance, descendants and concerned citizens would have had the opportunity to voice
opposition to the project and possibly been able to uncover the historic importance of the land

parcel and Cemetery in particular.

d. Consultants failed to uncover the potentially important historical
relevance of the Cemetery as it relates to the land parcel owned by Rockwool. This
effectively denied the Cemetery the possibility of inclusion on the National Historic
Properties Register.

History is not hidden in Jefferson County. In fact, the prominence of Revolutionary and
Civil War history in the county make it a tourism destination for thousands of visitors every year.
As described in the Background section of this report, the Cemetery and the surrounding land tell
an important story of the rich history of Jefferson County. Starting in Revolutionary times,
through the pre-civil war slave-holding period, the Civil War itself, and into the 20th century, the
land on which Rockwool is building, and the Cemetery that is adjacent to this property, have

significant historical value.
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While general reference to local Jefferson County history is made in the
History/Architecture Survey dated June 14, 2017, written by Jacquelyn Lehmann of Weller and
Associated and the Phase 1 Archaeology Literature Review and Reconnaissance Survey dated
June 29, 2017, written by Ryan Weller of Weller and Associates, the consultants does not appear
to have completed an in-depth investigation of the land plot in question. A very shallow view of
history is made according to the Scope of Work encompasses only the recent past of the property
including its time as an orchard.

The archaeological surveys were inadequate in their examination of the history of the
Rockwool land parcel and the surrounding area. As described by James Surkamp in his historical
review “Rockwool, the cemetery and historical considerations” received by SHPO on May 3,
2019, the Dandridge connection is not the only significant history to have occurred in this area.
Most of the information Mr. Surkamp uses to flesh out the story of this history is publicly
available, including historic land and tax maps held by the Jefferson County Clerk and census
data from the 1800’s. These data were available to the consultants, but they did not make the
effort to find and study them.

This shallow effort by the consultants hired by Rockwool to understand historic values of
the former Dandridge land certainly adversely affected the Cemetery and its occupants. The June
14, 2017 Survey notes the Cemetery but fails to realize the easily accessible portion of the
Cemetery is a part of a much larger, older and historically significant burial ground. As described

in section “IV. THE CEMETERY BACKGROUND?, old African American burial grounds, and

especially enslaved persons burial grounds, do not look like what one would expect in a modern
cemetery. However, the trained professionals completing these surveys should have been aware
of at least some of the telltale signs of an African American burial ground, including yucca and
other living markers. If the consultants had actually spent time on the ground in the Cemetery,
they should have realized that the 53 burials cited in the 2005 Cemetery survey was an
underestimation of the true number of modern graves, and only a portion of the total number of
people laid to rest in the burial grounds. This realization would have tipped off the consultants

that the Cemetery is a more significant historic site than it appears.
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If the purpose of these surveys, and indeed, of the Section 106 procedure as is to
investigate and evaluate the potential effects on historic places, as well as discover and uncover
historic places that may not be obvious to the untrained eye, then these surveys failed miserably.
The Cemetery was adversely affected by these surveys, that failed to reveal the true historic

nature of the Cemetery, incorrectly assuming that is was ineligible for inclusion on the NRHP.

e. WVSHPO did not begin a “Post-review discovery” process as described in

36 CFR § 800.13 when it received new information about the historical significance

of the property on May 3, 2019 from James Surkamp.

On April 23, 2019, Mr. James Surkamp sent a deeply researched report on the history of
the Rockwool land parcel to Susan Pierce at WVSHPO. At the time, the Mountaineer Gas
pipeline was being built, and the Cemetery was at critical risk as pipeline construction, including
tree-clearing, trench digging and other earth moving activities proceeded along the west and
north property lines of the Cemetery. Please see section “VI. RECIPIENT: WEST VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION™ in this complaint for more

information on the issues related to the pipeline. For the most part of April 2019, several
descendants and community members contacted SHPO for help protecting the Cemetery, but Mr.
Surkamps’s communication, with it’s valid conclusions and detailed research should have
prompted SHPO to begin the “Post-review discovery” process as described in 36 CFR § 800.13.

As described in 36 CFR § 800.13 (b)(3) “(b) Discoveries without prior planning. If
historic properties are discovered or unanticipated effects on historic properties found after the
agency official has completed the section 106 process without establishing a process under
paragraph (a) of this section, the agency official shall make reasonable efforts to avoid, minimize
or mitigate adverse effects to such properties and:

(3) If the agency official has approved the undertaking and construction has commenced,
determine actions that the agency official can take to resolve adverse effects, and notify
the SHPO/THPO, any Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization that might attach
religious and cultural significance to the affected property, and the Council within 48
hours of the discovery. The notification shall describe the agency official's assessment of
National Register eligibility of the property and proposed actions to resolve the adverse
effects. The SHPO/THPO, the Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and the
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Council shall respond within 48 hours of the notification. The agency official shall take
into account their recommendations regarding National Register eligibility and proposed
actions, and then carry out appropriate actions. The agency official shall provide the
SHPO/THPO, the Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and the Council a report
of the actions when they are completed.”

A “post-review discovery” process would have allowed the Cemetery and the entire

Rockwool land parcel an opportunity to be re-considered for NRHP eligibility based on new

information. There is no way to know what “appropriate actions” to “resolve adverse effects”

would have been recommended by WVSHPO. However, the simple fact that this process was not

initiated caused an adverse disparate impact on the Cemetery, as it was denied yet again the

chance to be recognized and registered as a historic place, thereby allowing the Cemetery to

access and demand the protections granted for historic places by Federal law.

D. Authority

Complainants claim the WVSHPO has discriminated against the Cemetery under the

following Public Civil Rights program guidelines in the United States Department of Interior,
Office of Civil Rights, Civil Rights Directive 2011-01%":

F. Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 (Pub. L. 100-259; 102 Stat. 28), as
amended, by Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1991 (Pub. L. 102-166; 42 U.S.C. 2000d) to
overturn the Supreme Court’s 1984 decision in Grove City College v. Bell, and to restore
the effectiveness and vitality of the four major federal civil rights laws that prohibit
discrimination in programs, activities, and services receiving federal financial assistance.
For civil rights coverage purposes, the law broadly defines the terms “program” or
“activity.

J. Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations identifies as discrimination,
program actions taken, which adversely affect the health and environment of minority
populations (i.e., ecosystems, human health, pollution and noise, historic/religious
environmental effects). The EO provides coverage for federally conducted programs,

2 United States Department of Interior Civil Rights Directive 2011-01

https://www.doi.gov/sites/doi.gov/files/migrated/pmb/eeo/directives/upload/Civil-Rights-Directive-2011-01CProced

ures-11 5 2010-wk.pdf
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activities, and services and notes that the same duties are relevant to federal financial
assistance programs, activities, and services covered under Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964.

K. EO 13160, Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Race, Color, National Origin,
Disability, Religion, Age, Sexual Orientation, and Status as a Parent in Federally
Conducted Education and Training Programs ensures equal opportunity in government
educational programs, activities, and services.

Complainants argue that the first harms caused by WVSHPO in 2017 to not adequately
review the Cemetery for historical context in the Section 106 process caused an adverse domino
effect and “fruit from the poisonous tree” that allowed other government agencies, such as
WVDEP and WVDOT, to proceed with approving permits which led to irreparable harm to the
Cemetery, its burials, its descendants, the archaeological significance, and African American

culture and heritage.

E. Request

Based upon the foregoing, Complainants request that the DOI accept this complaint and
conduct an investigation to determine whether WVSHPO violated Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d to 2000d-7,and 40 C.F.R. Part 7 by failing to properly
implement the Section 106 procedure. The haphazard Section 106 process caused a disparate
impact on the Cemetery, which was deemed not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. The
cemetery faced additional disparate impacts when the non-complaint Section 106 process was
erroneously cited in subsequent permits, or in the case of the NPDES Stormwater construction
permit not obtained at all, to claim that the required historic preservation considerations had been
met. As a result, construction was allowed to commence without proper consideration made to
the potential effects on the Cemetery.

The Complainant request that SHPO begin a “Post-Review Discovery” process as
described in 36 CFR § 800.13 based on Mr. Surkamp’s report received by SHPO May 3, 2019.

The Complainants request the a “Council review of section 106 compliance” be

performed per 36 CFR § 800.9. Special attention to part (c) “Intentional adverse effects by
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applicants”, is requested, as construction by Rockwool after the release of the NPDES
stormwater construction permit but before field surveys could evaluate structures located on the
property to conclude the Section 106 process, may have been intentionally hidden from SHPO
for the purpose of destroying the historic setting before it could be evaluated.

If violations of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 are discovered and WVSHPO is
unable to demonstrate a substantial, legitimate justification for its actions, and does not
voluntarily implement a less discriminatory alternative that is practicable, Complainants further
petition the DOI to initiate proceedings to deny, annul, suspend, or terminate DOI financial

assistance to WVSHPO.

VI. RECIPIENT: WEST VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) awards grants on an annual
basis to many state and local agencies that administer continuing environmental programs under
EPA’s statutes. As a condition of receiving funding, recipient agencies must comply with EPA’s
Title VI regulations, which are incorporated by reference into the grants. EPA’s Title VI
regulations define a “recipient” as “any state or its political subdivision, any instrumentality of a
state or its political subdivision, any public or private agency, institution, organization, or other
entity, or any person to which Federal financial assistance is extended directly or through another
recipient.” Title VI creates for recipients a nondiscrimination obligation that is contractual in
nature in exchange for accepting Federal funding. Acceptance of EPA funding creates an
obligation on the recipient to comply with the regulations for as long as any EPA funding is
extended.

Under amendments made to Title VI, by the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, a
“program” or “activity” means all of the operations of a department, agency, special purpose
district, or other instrumentality of a state or a local government, any part of which is extended
Federal financial assistance. Therefore, unless expressly exempted from Title VI by Federal
statute, all programs and activities of a department or agency that receives EPA funds are subject
to Title VI, including those programs and activities that are not EPA-delegated. For example, the

issuance of “‘state-only” water pollution control permits under programs, such as WVDEP’s oil
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and gas stormwater construction permitting program, that do not derive their authority from
EPA’s National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) delegation, but directly from
the Clean Water Act and its WV state counterpart, are nevertheless part of a program or activity

covered by Title VI regulations, if the recipient receives any funding from EPA.

A. Federal Funding
As shown in Table 1 below, WVDEP was a recipient of financial assistance from EPA at

the time of the alleged discriminatory act and remains a recipient of financial assistance from

EPA.

- @ % n @& & =

o L ) (i wwwwylegisiature.gov)|egisdocs/rep

+ 3 B8 (80 of 180)

State of West Virginia - FY 2019 Federal Programs

ENVIRONMENT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

STATE WATER POLLUTION CONTROL, SECTION 106
Description:

This grant program provides support for the basic water pollution control activities of the state. Permitting and enforcement are
included in this grant.

Grantor: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Is "Maintenance of Effort” required? Yes

Fund Fiscal Year Organization
Financial Information 8708 2019 0313

Federal State
Matching Formula 100% 0%
Federal Catalog Number Actual Receipts FY 2017 Estimated Receipts FY 2018  Estimated Receipts FY 2019
66.419 $1,345,300 $1,500,000 $2,000,000

Comments:
Maintenance of Effort is $211,947.

ENVIRONMENT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS
Description:

Funding for compliance monitoring and enforcement of the technical regulations concerning underground storage tanks.
r e Em | Drestarti Arianc

Table 1: WVDEP financial assistance from EPA.

B. Timeliness of Complaint
40 C.F.R. § 7.120(b)(2) requires that a complaint alleging discrimination under a program
or activity receiving Federal financial assistance must be filed within 180 days after the alleged

discriminatory act. The issuance of Mountaineer’s Registration No. WVR311281 under WV
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General Permit No. WV0116815, Stormwater Associated with Oil and Gas Related Construction
Activities, occurred on March 29, 2019. The 180 day limitations period ends September 24,
2019. This complaint was sent by overnight delivery to U.S. EPA External Civil Rights,
Compliance Office (2310A), 1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Washington, D.C. 20460 and

emailed to Title VI Complaints@epa.gov on September 23, 2019.

C. Discriminatory Act(s)
1. Background on the Mountaineer Gas Route 9 Extension Project

When a new intrastate natural gas pipeline construction project does not cross a state
border, the responsibility for approval of the pipeline route falls to the individual states, and
FERC does not play a role. The permitting process for such intrastate pipelines varies from state
to state and may involve different federal, state, and local stakeholders. Unlike FERC’s interstate
pipeline siting and approval process, the intrastate process in most cases does not use a lead
agency to authorize and coordinate siting and environmental reviews. Whereas FERC’s process
is rigorous, intrastate pipeline siting is crude and haphazard.

In a recent General Accountability Office (GAO) study, representatives from public
interest groups expressed that it is more difficult for the public to comment on proposals for
intrastate pipelines because the state processes are not transparent, and the public may not learn
about the pipelines until after they have been approved. There is no uniform standard for
right-of-way agreements and eminent domain authority, and procedures vary by state. Overall, it
concluded that the intrastate process is challenging to navigate and can put federally protected
resources, including cultural resources at risk. The lack of meaningful public participation was
noted as a contributing factor to poor outcomes of environmental and socio-economic impacts.

That is the case in West Virginia. Mountaineer had to overcome only two regulatory
hurdles in getting its pipeline project built:

1. Public Service Commission (PSC) approval of a customer rate tariff allowing
them to charge existing customers throughout the state to pay the extra amount in their

every month gas bills to fund the Route 9 Expansion Project; and
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2. WVDEP approval of a Construction Stormwater General Permit Registration
allowing them to begin to trench and place the pipeline into the ground.

For both approvals,the level of stakeholder involvement required was minimal. In fact,
the citizens of Berkeley County and Jefferson County had no firm idea of the path the pipeline
would take until the Stormwater Permit went final on March 29, 2019. Maps released when the
permit went out for a formal 30 day comment period, January 25 to February 25, 2019, were the
wrong maps. Moreover, the public was denied a promised public hearing.

2. Discriminatory WVDEP Policies and Procedures

WYVDEP’s policies and practices in issuing Mountaineer’s Route 9 Expansion Project

stormwater permit violated U.S. Civil Rights Act Title VI disparate impact regulations. The

following THREE acts that involve discriminatory policies and practices are at issue:

1. The permit applicant provided incorrect mapping and documentary easements;
WYVDEP failed to check their veracity or accuracy;

2. The permit applicant proposed and then used illegal construction standards;
WYVDEP failed to notice that the pipeline would be installed in prohibited areas;

3. WVDEP prevented public input during the permitting process and hid the details
of the revised pipeline route until it was too late;

Each of these WVDEP policies and procedures are discussed in detail below.

a. The permit applicant provided incorrect mapping and documentary easements;

WYVDEP failed to check their veracity or accuracy

i. Property Ownership and Easement Errors

Because WVDEP permit reviewers rely exclusively on the permit applicant to provide
correct construction standards and details, including correct right of ways and easements, errors
can be introduced into the permitting process when the applicant is either mistaken or purposely

obscures the facts. Some errors can be significant. The WVDEP policy of not verifying—even
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spot checking—basic information provided by the applicant is potentially harmful to program
outcomes, including preserving compliance with Title VI. In the case of Mountaineer, errors in
the permit application not caught or corrected by the permit reviewer caused disparate harm to
the Complainants.

Mountaineer maps submitted to WVDEP in the permit application had several property
ownership discrepancies. Mountaineer inaccurately mapped the A.M.E. Church property as

being _property. (Exhibit HH and II). Note the -

property is next to the A.M.E. Church property and _vdid not have to give a

pipeline easement (Exhibit JJ).

On April 19, 2019, Mountaineer recorded an easement in the Jefferson County Clerk’s
Office which included the A.M.E. Church property (Exhibit KK). It is unclear how Mountaineer
Gas could have received easement permission from _to go through the A.M.E.
Church property with the gas pipeline. As stated in subsection “4. African Methodist Episcopal

Church of Kearneysville Affiliation” of this complaint, no trusteeship or transfer of ownership
has been discovered associating _to the A.M.E. Church or its property. This is a
case of a blatant theft of property rights.

WYVDEP approval of Mountaineer Gas’ pipeline route and maps has resulted in the
possible disturbance or removal of burials at the A.M.E. Church as well as destroying the

archaeological integrity of the area.

ii. Incorrect Boundaries

WYVDEP permit review did not notice that Mountaineer’s pipeline plans show the
Cemetery property boundaries incorrectly and drastically reduced in size. (Exhibit HH) and
(Exhibit LL) Mountaineer claims in the Plan Set submitted with the permit application that
“Boundary lines as shown herein are primarily based on tax parcel information derived from GIS
databases. Accuracy is not verified.” It is unclear where this error could have come from, as the
Jefferson County GIS tax maps do show the correct Cemetery property boundary.

If it was advantageous to the permit applicant to shave corners off a Title VI-protected

community’s significant historical, cultural, and archeological resources in order to enable the
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pipeline to go through, then who is to stop them? The permit writer does not look, the
professional engineer hired by Mountaineer who stamps the plans admits that accuracy is not
verified, and members of the public—including Title VI-protected stakeholders who could have
in one glace told the permit writer this is an inaccurate representation of the Cemetery—could
not view the maps. Not only that, but the maps and route were changed only one week before the
permit was granted.

In addition to the incorrect property boundary, Mountaineer’s maps show only a small
shaded area to be the Cemetery. But, as documented in our ground-penetrating radar survey,
there are many graves located outside of this shaded area and along the Cemetery’s property
boundaries. Again, such information could have been brought forth in a transparent stakeholder
involvement permitting process, but WVDEP policy and procedures prevented that.

One might ask, “How can a WVDEP permit writer check on the accuracy of a map—is
that their job?” The answer is simple: just look at the Stormwater Permits that have already
approved in the same area. For example, Mountaineer’s maps of the Cemetery boundaries and
size differ significantly with Rockwool’s stormwater construction site maps which correctly
depict the correct boundaries and had already been approved by the same permit writer. (Exhibit
AA)

Another question might be: what is the significance of a little discrepancy in boundary
lines? Mountaineer’s incorrect boundaries of the Cemetery could not allow for proper
construction setbacks. Graves outside of the shaded area and incorrect boundaries have been put
at risk of being disturbed and the back portion of the Cemetery abutting Rockwool’s property has
already been disturbed. Such disturbance means irretrievable loss of archeological setting and
possibly remains and materials. For the Title VI-protected individuals whose ancestors lay in that

Cemetery, that small boundary difference meant the whole world.

iili. Limits of Disturbance (LOD) errors and alignment of the pipeline
The WVDEP permit reviewer needs an accurate estimate of the amount of land expected
to be disturbed during construction as well as the total linear extent of any proposed pipeline.

Unfortunately, Mountaineer provided estimates that varied from document to document and
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changed during the permitting process. Moreover, the routing of pipeline changed significantly
in the middle of the formal public comment period and the public was not informed. Because of
the cancellation of the public hearing that was at first advertised and then rescinded, no one was
aware of these changes. The only allowed comments were written ones based on the inaccurate
maps. Also concerning is that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife consultation letter on possible

Endangered Species Act (ESA) impacts was based on incorrect data.

LOD Pipeline Length
(acres) (miles)
Nov. 21, 2018 Karst Survey unknown 7.9
Dec. 7, 2018 Permit 31.34 7.9
Application
Jan. 25, 2019 Public Notice 32.64 4.93
Feb. 2018 SWPPP 25.38 4.85
USFWS Consult. Letter 17 6.57
March 29, 2019 Permit 25.38 4.85
Approval Letter

Table 2: Limits of disturbance (LOD) and pipeline alignment of Mountaineer Gas Route 9
Extension Project cited in different documents

b. The permit applicant used illegal construction methods; WVDEP failed to notice
that the pipeline would be installed in prohibited areas.

i. Illegal construction

Intrastate pipeline siting, unlike the FERC siting process, has no oversight. The planned
routes and methods of construction--as in the case of the Route 9 Extension Project--have very
little scrutiny. Mountaineer is trusted to identify and comply with applicable federal, state, and
local rules and regulations in order to legally place pipe in the ground. But who checks on that?

The WVDEP permit reviewer’s role is limited. Their focus is on the appropriateness of sediment
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and erosion controls. But what if those controls are placed in an entirely prohibited area? Is there
a consequence to the failure of WVDEP to have any kind of responsibility to determine if the
sediment and erosion controls that they approve are even approvable, if the location and method
of construction is illegal?

General Permits, like the Oil and Gas Construction Stormwater Permit, are set up with
basic requirements well known and pretty much boilerplate. Everything from the applicant gets
entered into WVDEP’s Electronic Submission System (ESS), which makes for a useful
“checklist” type of approach, but fails to require truthfulness or accuracy. The days of permit
writers meeting the company engineer to pore over site plans are gone.

One significant state pipeline construction standard, put forth in an October 1, 2018, WV
Department of Transportation, Division of Highways, Memorandum?' was missed by both
Mountaineer and the WVDEP permit reviewer. That memo is addressed to “All District
Engineers/Managers” and signed by Thomas J. Smith, P.E., Secretary of Transportation and
Commissioner of Highways (Exhibit MM).

The key phrases are extracted here:

“SUBJECT: OIL AND GAS PIPELINE CROSSING REQUIREMENTS
A. CONTROLLED/LIMITED ACCESS (CA) HIGHWAYS
1. GENERAL
... Longitudinal pipeline installations are not permitted within the DOH Right of Way.

B. NON-CONTROLLED/LIMITED ACCESS HIGHWAYS
1. GENERAL
Non-CA Highways include 1-lane, 2-lane or multi-lane roadways with no type of
access control, such as US, WV, County Routes, HARP (Home Access Road Program Routes)
and State Forest Routes under the control of DOH. Longitudinal pipeline installations are not
permitted within the DOH Right of Way.”

2l WV Department of Transportation, Division of Highways, October 1, 2018, Memorandum
https://transportation.wv.gov/highways/maintenance/Documents/Oil%20and%20Gas%20Pipeline%20Crossing %20
Requirements signed%20by%20CC Oct%202018.pdf
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The memo states that it: “provides additional guidance for preparation of permit requests
to construct facilities for pipelines that carry natural gas, petroleum products or other similar
materials produced and carried through pipelines, along with the requirements found in the latest
edition of THE ACCOMMODATION OF UTILITIES ON HIGHWAY RIGHT OF WAY AND
ADJUSTMENT AND RELOCATION OF UTILITY FACILITIES ON HIGHWAY PROJECTS
MANUAL. In any instance where discrepancies exist between this guidance and the manual,
these guidelines shall prevail.”

Is 1t possible this guidance applies to all portions of the Mountaineer Route 9 Extension
Project where pipeline was installed longitudinally in the DOH Right of Way? That would
definitely include the stretch along Coast Guard Lane, which is a marked County Route 9/57; as
well as all of Good Folks Road, which is marked County Route 48/3. In both of these cases,
Mountaineer pipeline was installed longitudinally and within the DOH ROW. (Exhibits NN and
00).

The guidance does not address the longitudinal installation of pipeline within the DOH
ROW of a bike lane which borders on a Controlled Access Highway, 1.e. Route 9. Our
Complaint covers that concerning issue in Section “VII. RECIPTENT: THE FEDERAL
HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION” of this complaint, addressed to the FHWA.

It 1s our contention that the Mountaineer Pipeline was illegally installed in several key
places, perhaps as much as half its entire route (2.4 miles out of the total 4.85 linear miles). The
WVDOH permnit reviewer was either unaware of this guidance memo or ignored it. Did
Mountaineer Gas know about the memo? That is their job. How about the WVDOH engineer
who processed the DOH Encroachment and Utilities Installation Permits--was he or she aware of
this prohibition? Because the Complainants contend that they should have known and therefore
prevent the Title VI violation and discrimantory harm, both USDOT and FHWA are named in
this Title VI complaint (Sections “VI. RECIPIENT: WEST VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION. DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS” and “VII. RECIPIENT: THE FEDERAL
HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION™).
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c. WVDEP prevented public input and hid changes to the permit

WVDEP decided that due to expressed public interest and concern, the Oil & Gas
Construction Stormwater Application for Mountaineer’s Route 9 Extension Project would go to
public review. The review was to include a 30 day period of public comment and a scheduled
public hearing. WVDEP required Mountaineer to pay for placing an advertisement in the Legal
Notice section of the Martinsburg Journal and the Department of Water and Waste Management
(DWWM)*, the subunit of WVDEP responsible for stormwater permitting, wrote the text for the
advertisement (Exhibit PP, Public Notice No. SM-4-2019). They subsequently placed it in the
Journal. It ran in the evening edition of a single day: Friday, January 25, 2019 (Exhibit QQ).

There is no certified copy of that placement in the administrative record, which is a
violation of WVDEP procedure. The copy we obtained was in a repository of WVDEP responses
to a FOIA request ﬁ'om- as part of the evidentiary proceedings in his EQB appeal of
the permit (see discussion in subsection “G. Pending Administrative Reviews”). The photocopy
of the actual newspaper notice was provided by_ Eastern Panhandle Protectors.

The following WVDEP policies and procedures used during the Public Comment period

constitute violations of Title VI and resulted in disparate harm to the Cemetery and

Complainants:

i. The stated activity in Public Notice No. SM-4-2019 is incorrect.

As this language was written by DWWM, the error falls to WVDEP. The Activity
changed significantly during the comment period (ran from January 25 — February 25, 2019), as
DWWM well knew. On February 18, 2019, with 1 week remaining in the comment period,
DWWM instructed Mountaineer to remove their application from the ESS and submit a new one.
Exhibit RR shows the time/date stamp of all the ESS uploads associated with the permit, and the
activity on 2/14 and 2/18/2019 i1s significant. The resubmitted application was never
re-advertised, as it should have been, so the application that public commenters had to work with

was the old one. Significant changes in the 2/18/2019 non-advertised resubmittal include:

2 https://dep.wv.gov/WWE/Pages/default.aspx
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“Finally, our local elected officials got involved and requested the hearing on our
behalf. This was to no avail. The DEP did what they probably planned to do from the
start, regardless of citizens’ concerns: approve the permit and allow pipeline work to
begin-,,”

D. Adverse Impacts

Since a proper archaeological survey was never performed by WVSHPO and the lack of
oversight by the WVDEP regarding Mountaineer Gas' pipeline route on the A.M.E. Church
property, it may be impossible now to determine if graves were there and disturbed by the
pipeline construction. We are not aware of a Mountaineer Gas archaeologist being present during
pipeline construction. Failure to follow these procedures has resulted in the possible disturbance
or removal of burials near the Cemetery as well as destroying the archaeological integrity of the
area.

The following adverse impacts have occurred:

1. Construction fence installed
Without permission or notice, on April 9 & 10, 2019, construction fence was installed
inches away from unmarked graves. (Exhibit TT) Not only was this disrespectful and may have

caused damage to graves, it gave the impression that the Cemetery should not be visited.

2. Tree cutting

On April 15, 2019, Mountaineer Gas or their contractor was video recorded clear cutting
trees along the Cemetery boundary and cut into the Cemetery farther than necessary.” *® One
tree was removed beyond Rockwool’s proposed property marker stake (Exhibit UU). Other trees
and their limbs were damaged and precariously hung into the Cemetery. These damaged trees
and limbs were a risk to individuals’ safety visiting the Cemetery and to the Cemetery burials.

Also, these trees could be slave burial markers.

B https://www facebook.com/easternpanhandleprotectors/videos/379181332681660/

s://www facebook.com/easternpanhandleprotectors/videos/169977890595221/
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3. Blocking Road - Pipeline Construction

From April to May 2019, the gas pipeline construction near the Cemetery caused the
descendants and Cemetery visitors many hardships and obstacles trying to visit the Cemetery. On
May 2, 2019, the only access to the Cemetery, Granny Smith Lane, was completely blocked by
Mountaineer Gas’ pipeline construction activities. (Exhibit - VV) This denial of Cemetery access
and other construction activities created a hostile environment and violated the descendants’ and
Cemetery visitors’ rights under the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000
(RLUIPA), 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc.

E. Authority - WV Department of Environmental Protection
EPA guidance provides that the External Civil Rights Compliance Office (ECRCO) will
accept for processing only those Title VI complaints that include at least an allegation of a
disparate impact concerning the types of impacts that are relevant under the recipient’s
permitting program. The discriminatory policies and procedures outlined in subsection “2.

Discriminatory WVDEP Policies and Procedures” are directly connected to how WVDEP

currently reviews and issues registrations under the Oil and Gas Construction Stormwater
General Permitting Program. In particular, the lack of a meaningful public participation element
to the granting of registrations under the General Permit led directly to disparate harm to the
Title VI-protected community of African American descendents of the Cemetery and prohibited
them from exercising their basic right of egress to the cemetery and enjoyment of that special
space. Two simple things that WVDEP could have done to prevent the disparate harm from
happening were to: 1. Not allow a revision of the proposed pipeline route without seeking public
input; and 2. Listen to and respect the pleadings of the potentially impacted parties before the

harm occurred.

F. Justification and Less Discriminatory Alternatives
“If the recipient can neither rebut the initial finding of disparate impact nor develop an
acceptable mitigation plan, then the recipient may seek to demonstrate that it has a substantial,
legitimate interest that justifies the decision to proceed with the agency action notwithstanding

the disparate impact.” Interim Guidance at 4. “[T]here must be some articulable value to the
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recipient in the permitted activity.” Id. at 11. “The justification must be necessary to meet ‘a
legitimate, important goal integral to [the recipient’s] mission.”

Enabling the installation of a natural gas pipeline to provide up to 47,500 Dekatherms per
day (Dth/d) of incremental firm transportation service to the Rockwool Ranson facility is not
WVDEP’s mission. Protecting human health and the environment when the pipeline company
applies for a stormwater control permit to undertake that action is. WVDEP’s official mission
statement has changed over the years, evolving from this: “Use all available resources to protect
and restore West Virginia’s environment in concert with the needs of present and future
generations.”’ to this: The West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection’s mission is
to promote a healthy environment. To do this, the agency must protect the environment while
leaving room for a sustainable industry base. Such a task requires careful balance. Its major
divisions — protecting air, land, and water — plus an office regulating the oil and gas industry,
must be circumspect and fair in regulating industry, permitting extraction of natural resources
and protecting the public from potential pollution hazards.””® Nevertheless, we believe a
sustainable industry base should not translate into violating Civil Rights.

A less discriminatory alternative to the Title VI-violating policies and procedures in place
at the WVDEP today would be to install a fair and impartial General Permitting process that does
not violate Civil Rights.

G. Pending Administrative Reviews
In certain circumstances, EPA may decide that a complaint will be “closed” because a
pending administrative review or appeal which “could affect the circumstances surrounding the
complaint and any investigation that ECRCO may conduct.” In such cases, EPA may “may
waive the 180 day filing time limit if the complaint is filed within a reasonable time period after
the conclusion of the administrative appeal process.” There is an active appeal of Mountaineer’s

General Permit Registration at DEP’s Environmental Quality Board (EQB). On April 29, 2019,
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_c filed a timely appeal to Mountaineer’s permit.’ It was based on Mountaineer’s
failure to comply with the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Moreover, all of the Route 9
extension pipeline construction is complete and the disparate harm already done to the
Complainants. The EQB has pushed_ evidentiary hearing back twice already; it will
not happen until Dec. 12-13, 2019. The Complainants here are not a party to that appeal. Its

disposition has no bearing on our Title VI complaint.

H. Request
Based upon the foregoing, Complainants request that the EPA OECR accept this

complaint and conduct an investigation to determine whether WVDEP violated Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d to 2000d-7, and 40 C.F.R. Part 7 in the issuance of
Mountaineer Registration No. WVR311281 on March 29, 2019. If a violation is found and
WVDERP is unable to demonstrate a substantial, legitimate justification for its action and to
voluntarily implement a less discriminatory alternative that is practicable, Complainants further
petition the USEPA to initiate proceedings to deny, annul, suspend, or terminate EPA financial

assistance to WVDEP.

VII. RECIPIENT: WEST VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS

The United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) awards funding on an annual
basis to many state DOTs that administer continuing highway construction, maintenance, and
other programs under USDOT statutes. As a condition of receiving funding, recipient agencies
must comply with USDOT’s Title VI regulations, which are incorporated by reference into the
grants. Title VI creates for recipients a nondiscrimination obligation that is contractual in nature
in exchange for accepting Federal funding. Acceptance of USDOT funding creates an obligation

on the recipient to comply with the regulations for as long as any USDOT funding is extended.

» -yv. Director, Division of Water and Waste Management, DEP, and Mountaineer Gas. EQB Appeal

No. -EQB. It was Certified at EQB on May, 15, 2019, and an evidentiary hearing set for May 23, 2019. His
request to stop work on the pipeline installation and stay the permit was denied. The hearing was rescheduled to
Aug. 8-9, 2019. It was for a second time rescheduled, now set for Dec. 12-13, 2019.
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A. Federal Funding
As shown in Table 2 below, the WV Division of Highways (DOH) within the WVDOT
was a recipient of financial assistance from USDOT at the time of the alleged discriminatory act

and remains a recipient of financial assistance.

L & @ () wwwwylegisiature.gov/iegisdocs/reportsfagency/B02_FY_2019_ 14346 pdf - & O n oo & =

4+ 3 130 (141 of 150)

TRANSPORTATION
DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS

OTHER FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS
Description:

Construction, maintenance, planning and/or research on federal-aid eligible routes that are not classified as Interstate or
Appalachian Development Highway System routes.

Grantor: U.S. Depariment of Transportation
Is "Maintenance of Effort” required? No

Fund Fiscal Year Organization

Financial Infor i 9017 2019 0803
Federal State Local

Matching Formula 80% 20% 0%
Federal Catalog Number Actual Receipts FY 2017  Estimated Receipts FY 2018  Estimated Receipts FY 2019
97.089 $291,800,064 $296,840,000 $283,360,000

TRANSPORTATION
DIVISION OF PUBLIC TRANSIT
SECTION 5305 STATE PLANNING AND RESEARCH PROGRAM
Description:
This is a continuous grant program thal provides technical and planning assistance to the state’s transit providers. This grant also
provides funding for the Division to administer this program.
Grantor: U.S. Department of Transportation
Is "Maintenance of Effort" required? No

Fund Fiscal Year Organization
Financial Information 8745 2019 0B0S
Federal State Local

Table 3: WV Division of Highways (DOH) within the WVDOT was a recipient of financial
assistance from USDOT.

B. Timeliness of Complaint
40 C.F.R. § 7.120(b)(2) requires that a complaint alleging discrimination under a program
or activity receiving Federal financial assistance must be filed within 180 days after the alleged
discriminatory act. The issuance of Mountaineer’s Registration No. WVR311281 under WV
General Permit No. WV0116815, Stormwater Associated with Oil and Gas Related Construction
Activities, occurred on March 29, 2019. The 180 day limitations period ends September 24,

2019. This complaint was sent by overnight delivery to the Department of Transportation,
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Departmental Office of Civil Rights, 1200 New Jersey Ave, S.E., Washington, DC 20590 on
September 23, 2019.

C. Discriminatory Act

The alleged discriminatory act on the part of West Virginia Department of Transportation
(WVDOT) Division of Highways (DOH) is the failure to provide legal and appropriate Right of
Way (ROW) clearances and to ignore the publication of a WVDOT guidance which expressly
prohibits the installation of natural gas pipeline in the longitudinal path of a WV roads; these two
discriminatory acts contributed to the Title VI-violating issuance to MOUNTAINEER GAS
COMPANY (Mountaineer) of Registration No. WVR311281, March 29, 2019, under WV
General Permit No. WV0116815, Stormwater Associated with Oil and Gas Related Construction
Activities (Exhibit SS).

This registration covered the discharge of stormwater associated with the disturbance of
approximately 25.38 acres of land and consists of the installation of approximately 4.85 miles of
natural gas distribution pipeline in Berkeley and Jefferson Counties, West Virginia. The project
included access roads, 12.22 acres entirely within the DOH Right-of-way and 13.16 acres of
private Right-of-way. Exhibit WW is a closeup of the Overall Site Map, which says, “Right of
Way information provided by West Virginia Division of Highways District 5.”

In a guidance memo put forth on October 1, 2018, addressed to “All District
Engineers/Managers” and signed by Thomas J. Smith, P.E., Secretary of Transportation and
Commissioner of Highways (Exhibit MM), the WV Department of Transportation, Division of
Highways Memorandum,*® prohibits longitudinal pipeline installation in the DOH right of way.
This applies to both Controlled Access Highways and all State and County Roads. The key

phrases are excerpted here:

“SUBJECT: OIL AND GAS PIPELINE CROSSING REQUIREMENTS
A. CONTROLLED/LIMITED ACCESS (CA) HIGHWAYS
1. GENERAL

30 WV Department of Transportation, Division of Highways, October 1, 2018, Memorandum
https://transportation.wv.gov/highways/maintenance/Documents/Oi1%20and%20Gas%20Pipeline%20Crossing%20
Requirements signed%20bv%20CC Oct%202018.pdf
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... Longitudinal pipeline installations are not permitted within the DOH Right of Way.

B. NON-CONTROLLED/LIMITED ACCESS HIGHWAYS
1. GENERAL
Non-CA Highways include 1-lane, 2-lane or multi-lane roadways with no type of
access control, such as US, WV, County Routes, HARP (Home Access Road Program Routes)
and State Forest Routes under the control of DOH. Longitudinal pipeline installations are not
permitted within the DOH Right of Way.”

The memo states that it: “provides additional guidance for preparation of permit requests
to construct facilities for pipelines that carry natural gas, petroleum products or other similar
materials produced and carried through pipelines, along with the requirements found in the latest
edition of THE ACCOMMODATION OF UTILITIES ON HIGHWAY RIGHT OF WAY AND
ADJUSTMENT AND RELOCATION OF UTILITY FACILITIES ON HIGHWAY PROJECTS
MANUAL. In any instance where discrepancies exist between this guidance and the manual,
these guidelines shall prevail.”

We contend that his guidance applies to all portions of the Mountaineer Route 9
Extension Project where pipeline was proposed to be and actually was installed in longitudinal
fashion along the side and within the legal limits of the DOH right of way. That would definitely
include the stretch along Coast Guard Drive, marked County Route 9/57; as well as all of Good
Folks Road, marked County Route 48/3. In both of these cases, Mountaineer pipeline was

installed longitudinally within the DOH ROW. (Exhibits NN and OO).

Moreover, we believe that Mountaineer knew about the prohibition--or at least learned
about it around February 14, 2019, when they replaced illustrations in their WVDEP application
of obvious intent to install in the longitudinal (i.e., along with the traffic) course of the DOH
rights of way (Exhibits XX). Mountaineer pipeline was illegally installed in several key places,
perhaps as much as half its entire route (2.4 miles out of the total 4.85 linear miles). Exhibits YY
shows the actual longitudinal installation occuring on Coast Guard Drive.

The DOH District Engineer was either unaware of this guidance memo or ignored it. The

DOH District 5 office had to collect road bonds and agreements (Encroachment Permits) prior to
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Mountaineer beginning these illegal installs, and therefore they are complicit. Because we
contend that DOH should have known and said nothing, WVDEP granted Mountaineer a flawed
construction stormwater permit that resulted in pipeline installation and disparate harm to the

Complainants.

D. Authority - WV Department of Transportation, Division of Highways

DOT guidance also requires a Title VI complaint to move forward only if it includes at
least an allegation of disparate impact concerning the types of impacts that are relevant to the
recipient’s construction, maintenance, and other planning, research, and USDOT rule
implementation programs. As discussed in subsection “C. Discriminatory Act” of this section,
DOH has an affirmative requirement to oversee, approve, and inspect all Utility Installations that
occur within a DOH Right of Way ROW). In addition, to individual crossing permits that are
required for each location at which the pipeline transversely crosses a state-managed highway, it
also maintains oil and gas information sheets on pipelines requesting installations that are in or
impact on the DOH ROW. Coring requests where a pipeline crosses under a road must include
Plan Profiles and Cross-Section Views. A Traffic Control Plan must be submitted. Finally, a
DOH inspector must inspect the pipeline crossing work when it is finished. Given all of those
interactions and mission requirements, it begs disbelief how the official October 15, 2018, DOH
Guidance?®! that PROHIBITS the installation of natural gas pipelines of any sort in the
longitudinal ROW of any state road could have been overlooked. The disparate impact suffered
by the Cemetery descendents could have been avoided if the DOH engineers responsible for the

Mountaineer project had done their job.
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E. Request
Based upon the foregoing, complainants request that the USDOT accept this complaint

and conduct an investigation to determine whether WVDOT violated Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d to 2000d-7,and 40 C.F.R. Part 7 for the failure to prevent
Mountaineer Gas from installing a natural gas pipeline in the longitudinal stretch of two
WVDOT-maintained county roads: Coast Guard Lane and Good Folks Road, against the
expressed WVDOT guidance prohibiting such an action. If a violation is found and WVDOT is
unable to demonstrate a substantial, legitimate justification for its action and to voluntarily
implement a less discriminatory alternative that is practicable, complainants further petition the
USDOT to initiate proceedings to deny, annul, suspend, or terminate USDOT financial

assistance to WVDOT.

VIII. RECIPIENT: THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is an agency within the U.S. Department
of Transportation (USDOT) that supports State and local governments in the design,
construction, and maintenance of the Nation’s highway system (Federal Aid Highway Program)
and various federally and tribal owned lands (Federal Lands Highway Program). Through
financial and technical assistance to State and local governments, the Federal Highway
Administration is responsible for ensuring that America’s roads and highways continue to be

among the safest and most technologically sound in the world.*

A. Funding
Unlike the USDOT that has state agency DOT counterparts, and which are the recipient
of federal program funds and grants, the FHWA administers their programs directly to the states,
via direct disbursement of highway funds and maintenance of FHWA offices in each state and
region. FHWA has its own Office of Civil Rights with unique responsibilities for ensuring Title

VI compliance in the state agencies and activities that involve the use of federal highway dollars.

32 https://www fhwa.dot.gov/about/
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FHWA Program Areas in which they provide direct assistance to WVDOT include the

following:

e Acquisition Management
e Infrastructure
e Planning, Environment, and Realty

e Safety

The two program areas most relevant to this Complaint are 1. Infrastructure and 2.
Planning, Environment, and Realty. Infrastructure oversees the use of highway funds to build
and maintain highway-associated bicycle and pedestrian projects. The Intermodal Surface
Transportation Act of 1991 (ISTEA) first authorized federal transportation dollars to be spent on
bicycle and pedestrian projects. The Transportation Equity Act of 1998 (TEA-21) was the first
time federal dollars were authorized to be spent on bicycle pedestrian projects within Interstate
Highway Corridors.

Note that Federal interstate highway funds can only be used for bicycle and pedestrian

facilities if they are in the highway right of way. That is the case with the Route 9 Bike Path.

B. Timeliness of Complaint
40 C.F.R. § 7.120(b)(2) requires that a complaint alleging discrimination under a program

or activity receiving Federal financial assistance must be filed within 180 days after the alleged
discriminatory act. WVDEP’s issuance of Mountaineer’s Registration No. WVR311281 under
WYV General Permit No. WV0116815, Stormwater Associated with Oil and Gas Related
Construction Activities, occurred on March 29, 2019. Three days later, on April 2, 2019,
Mountaineer began to trench and install pipeline. The date of harm for both these actions is
within the 180 day limitations period which ends September 24, 2019, and September 27, 2019,
respectively. This complaint was sent by overnight delivery on September 22, 2019 to the

Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation, Office of Civil Rights,
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1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE, 8th Floor E81-105, Washington, DC 20590. It was also emailed
on September 23, 2019, to FHWA TitleVIcomplaints@dot.gov

C. Discriminatory Act

When Mountaineer decided to place the natural gas pipeline in the longitudinal extent of
the Route 9 Bikepath, a multi-modal feature that was designed into the federally-funded Route 9
extension from Martinsburg to Charles Town, they were doing a very unusual thing. We have
come up with no other example of a gas pipeline that was--after the fact--installed into a newly
built federal-dollar bike path. There are some examples, in congested older locations in New
York and New Jersey, where a bike path was built alongside an older highway that shared a
utility such as natural gas, sewer, or water. But none has been found that purposefully used a
bike path right of way that paralleled a limited access highway for running a gas pipeline.

We believe that is not the purpose of multi-modal projects such as bike paths, funded by
the federal government. The ease with which Mountaineer was able to lay their pipe (there were

no shared use--they blocked the path off, preventing public access for weeks at a time (Exhibit

Z7) and the fact that no construction access road had to be built, as they could drive their
equipment up onto the paved bike path (Exhibit AAA) resulted in a very quick installation. This
impacted the Cemetery because with the WVDEP granting the construction stormwater permit as
fast as they did, and with WVDEP obscuring the path details and refusing to hold a public
hearing, no one knew what was happening until it was all over.

This adverse effect was discriminatory in that it meant the burden of having a gas
pipeline run alongside the African American Cemetery was a burden not shared by the majority
of the citizens of Berkeley County and Jefferson County. However, these same citizens will be
able to enjoy the benefits of natural gas, and can now plan their home renovations to take
advantage of that newly available resource and disconnect those tiresome old propane log
fireplaces in their sunken living rooms.

In addition, maintenance provisions require bicycle and pedestrian facilities built with

Federal funds to be maintained in the same manner as other roadway assets.
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* Public rights-of-way and facilities are required to be accessible to persons with
disabilities through the following statutes: Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section
504) (29 U.S.C. §794) and Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) (42
U.S.C. §§ 12131-12164).

* The DOT Section 504 regulation requires the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) to monitor the compliance of the self-evaluation and transition plans of Federal-aid
recipients (49 CFR §27.11), including Title VI compliance. The FHWA Division offices review
pedestrian access compliance with the ADA and Section 504 as part of their routine oversight
activities as defined in their stewardship plans. They have to begin monitoring for Title VI
compliance as well, now that a precedent has been set of using bicycle and pedestrian features to

quickly throw down fracked-gas distribution lines to the Rockwools of the world.

D. Authority

The Office of Civil Rights manages FHWA responsibilities with respect to Title VI,
including assuring that FHWA Division Offices ensure that all Recipients (State Transportation
Agencies) have an approved Title VI Plan and submit Annual Update Reports. Additionally, the
Division Offices are responsible for ensuring that the State Transportation Agencies are
implementing an effective Monitoring Program of their Subrecipients’ efforts to effectively
implement Title VI. FHWA’s National Title VI/Nondiscrimination Program Manager is
responsible for coordinating the effectiveness of FHWA’s monitoring activities and will partner
with other Federal Program Offices and USDOT Modal Agencies (as appropriate) to address

opportunities for improved implementation of the Title VI/Non-discrimination Program.*

E. Request
Based upon the foregoing, complainants request that the FHWA accept this complaint
and conduct an investigation to determine whether WVDOT violated Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d to 2000d-7,and 40 C.F.R. by allowing, either through an

affirmative action or a failure of monitoring and oversight, the construction of a natural gas
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pipeline in the longitudinal stretch of a FHWA-funded bicycle and pedestrian path adjacent to a
FHWA-funded limited access highway; said allowance resulting in a disparate harm to an
African American Cemetery and its descendents. If a violation is found and WVDOT is unable
to demonstrate a substantial, legitimate justification for its action and to voluntarily implement a
less discriminatory alternative that is practicable, complainants further petition the FHWA to
initiate proceedings to deny, annul, suspend, or terminate financial assistance and program

support of WVDOT.

IX. RECIPIENT: JEFFERSON COUNTY COMMISSION

The Jefferson County Commission (JCC) is a public corporation, acting on behalf of the
County of Jefferson, a political subdivision of the State of West Virginia, validly created and
existing under the Constitution and laws of the State, and is authorized and empowered by the
provisions of the Constitution and laws of the State.

The JCC agency, Jefferson County Historic Landmarks Commission (JCHLC); JCC
department, Jefferson County Office of Engineering; and the Jefferson County Clerk are listed in
this complaint for failure to follow policies and procedures or have established policies and
procedures to prevent discrimination, which has resulted in disparate impacts to the Cemetery; its

Descendants; African American history, culture, and heritage.

A. Federal Funding
Federal funding has benefited Jefferson County and the JCC mostly as pass through

funding from West Virginia state agencies. As listed in the Department of Justice manual, “The
financial assistance does not have to relate to a program in which the complainant participates or
seeks to participate or used for the complainant’s benefit. Rather, an agency only has to prove
that the entity received federal financial assistance when the alleged discrimination occurred.”*
Jefferson County Historic Landmarks Commission received direct grants when the alleged
discrimination occurred.

Jefferson County Commission Federal Funding 2017 - 2019

3* Department of Justice Manual, page 27 https://www.justice.gov/crt/case-document/file/934826/download
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Fed. Agency Action Date Award ID Amount
DOH/FHA 01/19/2017 5403400637001 $80,000
DOH/FHA 06/05/2017 5403400307001 $336,000
DOH/FHA 06/29/2017 5403400637001 $240,000
DOH/FHA 05/31/2017 5409WV003M302 $355,261
DOH/FHA 04/10/2018 5403400637001 $80,000
DOH/FHA 04/10/2018 540051046MS30 $79,946
DOH/FHA 05/04/2018 5402300067240 $655,324
DOH/FHA 05/23/2018 5402300062240 $500
DOH/FHA 08/13/2018 5400091741 20E $2,881
DOH/FHA 01/23/2019 6931J219300007231 $40,000

WV0009226
DOH/FHA 04/01/2019 540164004MSSE $9,311
DOH/FHA 09/04/2019 6931721930000ZS50 $162,000
WV0929001

1. The Jefferson County Historic Landmark Commission

The Jefferson County Historic Landmark Commission has received at least three grants

from the Department of the Interior, through the National Parks Service, during the time

described in this section.

Jefferson County Historic Landmarks Commission DOI/NPS Federal Funding 2017 - 2019

Action Date Award ID Amount
04/14/2017 P17AP00098 $44,526
08/08/2017 P17AP00011 $956,625
03/07/2019 P19AP00006! $613,930
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' In partnership with Jefferson County Farm Land Protection Board. Fund description
“To assist States and local communities acquire and preserve threatened battlefield land from the

Revolutionary War, War of 1812, and Civil War.”

B. Timeliness of Complaint

40 C.F.R. § 7.120(b)(2) requires that a complaint alleging discrimination under a program
or activity receiving Federal financial assistance must be filed within 180 days after the alleged
discriminatory act. The Complainants assert that the most recent adverse interaction with the
JCHLC and the Cemetery occurred on June 18, 2019 at the JCHLC’s bi-monthly meeting.
(Exhibit BBB) According to the minutes “Mr. Koonce raised concern about the African
American graveyard in Kearneysville that is adjacent to both Rockwool and pipeline
construction. Mr. Burke confirmed there is nothing the JCHLC can do”.

The Complainants assert that the JCHLC should have initiated a “Council review of
Section 106 Compliance” with the Advisory Council of Historic Preservation per the process
described in 36 CFR § 800.9 on or after this June 18, 2019 meeting. It appears that the JCHLC
has been unclear in their role concerning the Cemetery and if they should have been engaged in
Section 106 clearance procedures. In the face of this uncertainty, JCHLC should have contacted
the Advisory Council of Historic Preservation to initiate a compliance review. They failed to do
so0, thereby causing an adverse impact on the Cemetery, which may have been re-evaluated under
a reopened Section 106 procedure, had the Council found the non-compliance that occured in
their Review.

The 180 day limitations period ends December 18, 2019. This complaint was sent by
overnight delivery to Director, Office of Civil Rights, Department of the Interior, 1849 C Street,
NW, Washington, DC, 20240 on September 23, 2019.

2. Jefferson County Office of Engineering
40 C.F.R. § 7.120(b)(2) requires that a complaint alleging discrimination under a program
or activity receiving Federal financial assistance must be filed within 180 days after the alleged

discriminatory act. The issuance of Mountaineer’s Registration No. WVR311281 under WV
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General Permit No. WV0116815, Stormwater Associated with Oil and Gas Related Construction
Activities, occurred on March 29, 2019. The 180 day limitations period ends September 24,
2019. This complaint was sent by overnight delivery to U.S. EPA External Civil Rights,
Compliance Office (2310A), 1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Washington, D.C. 20460 and

emailed to Title VI _Complaints@epa.gov on September 23, 2019.

3. Jefferson County Clerk

40 C.F.R. § 7.120(b)(2) requires that a complaint alleging discrimination under a program
or activity receiving Federal financial assistance must be filed within 180 days after the alleged
discriminatory act. The issuance of Mountaineer’s Registration No. WVR311281 under WV
General Permit No. WV0116815, Stormwater Associated with Oil and Gas Related Construction
Activities, occurred on March 29, 2019. The 180 day limitations period ends September 24,
2019. This complaint was sent by overnight delivery to U.S. EPA External Civil Rights
Compliance Office (2310A), 1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Washington, D.C. 20460 and

emailed to Title VI Complaints@epa.gov on September 23, 2019.

C. Discriminatory Acts

1. The Jefferson County Historic Landmarks Commission

The Jefferson County Historic Landmarks Commission (JCHLC) is an agency of the
Jefferson County Commission and operates under the authority granted to landmarks
commissions by the West Virginia Legislature, WV Code § 8-26A-7. The Landmarks
Commission focuses on heritage education and tourism, historic preservation, and historic
resource development. JCHLC’s mission is to preserve historic sites, structures, and rural
landscapes in the unincorporated areas of Jefferson County and educates the public about the
county’s heritage. Under federal regulations regarding Section 106, 36 CFR § 800.2(3)(c),
JCHLC is considered a “Consulting Party - Local Government Representative” and allowed to

serve as a substitute for public involvement in the Section 106 process.
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a. The Jefferson County Historic Landmark Commission failed to respond to a
WVSHPO solicitation for Section 106 Public Comment regarding the Rockwool project,
thereby denying the public the opportunity to participate in the Section 106 procedure.

Regardless that the City of Ranson should have been contacted to provide public
comment for the area within their jurisdiction, there was no reply or public comment from the
agency that was solicited for comment, JCHLC. This violates 36 CFR § 800.2(d)(2)(2) which
requires that the public be informed about an undertaking and its effects on historic properties.
“The agency official must, except where appropriate to protect confidentiality concerns of
affected parties, provide the public with information about an undertaking and its effects on
historic properties and seek public comment and input.”

In WVSHPO’s April 3, 2017 reply letter (Exhibit Y) to ERM, Inc. which initiates the
Section 106 Process, special mention is made that Federal regulations require public comment.
WVSHPO also requires that ERM, Inc. specifically contact the Jefferson County Historic
Landmark Commission (JCHLC) and request comment on the project. In this letter, the
Cemetery (WVSHPO ID# 46JF507) 1s specifically mentioned as a potential historic place that
requires evaluation for inclusion on NRHP.

A July 24, 2017 reply letter (Exhibit DD) to WVSHPO from Paige Gardner of The
Thrasher Group, Inc. (A sub-consultant hired to perform the Phase 1 Archaeological Survey),
supplies a copy of the letter sent on June 5, 2017 (Exhibit EE) to JCHLC requesting public
comment. There are three NRHP properties that are listed on this letter, but the Cemetery is NOT
listed nor 1s its ID number given. It is impossible to know if the Cemetery was purposely
excluded from this letter, however, its exclusion certainly would have made evaluation of the
Cemetery by the JCHLC unlikely.

Ms. Gardner reports that she received no comments or communications in response from
JCHLC within 30 days. It appears that no other attempts were made to contact the JCHLC
regarding this project. In the digital era we live in, it must be asked why contact via e-mail or
telephone was not attempted. Both an email address

(landmarkscommission@jeffersoncountywv.org) and a telephone number (304-728-3195) are
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listed on the JCHLC website. Why didn’t Ms. Gardner try to make contact through another
method?

Regardless of the reason, the result was that no public comments were received from
JCHLC. It appears that WVSHPO accepts this singular contact attempt as satisfying the
requirement for public comment as they made no response to the July 24th letter. It appears that
no other attempts were made to alert the public at large to the Section 106 review underway. Had
any attempt been made to alert the public through usual means, i.e. Legal Notice in the local
paper of record (The Spirit of Jefferson), it is likely that members of the community and
descendants would have responded.

Furthermore, there is no proof provided that the June 5th letter was in fact received by
JCHLC. There is no delivery confirmation receipt or evidence of a postmarked envelope
included with the July 24th letter. A review of JCHLC’s meeting minutes from the past several
years reveals that projects under Section 106 review are discussed and evaluated during the
JCHLC’s bimonthly meetings. There is no mention in the July 12, 2017 meeting minutes of the
June 5th letter or the Section 106 process for Project FR# 17-437-JF, AKA “Project Shuttle”
(Exhibit FF). The first time the Rockwool/Roxul project is discussed by JCHLC occurs on
December, 18 2017 in which JCHLC member Ben Horter reports that “They are already moving
dirt. Their 106 was approved”. (Exhibit GG) To be clear, the Section 106 process was not closed
until 7 months later in late June 2018.

The Cemetery was disparately impacted by the lack of public comment in that the local
community, and even those historically-minded individuals on the JCHLC, were unaware of the
imminent threat of development until construction had already begun. Had the public been
alerted in advance, descendants and concerned citizens would have had the opportunity to voice
opposition to the project and possibly been able to uncover the historic importance of the land

parcel and Cemetery in particular.
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b. JCHLC incorrectly assumed that the Rockwool project was not in their purview,
when in fact three nearby NRHP listed properties and the Cemetery are located in the
Middleway District of Jefferson County. JCHLC was directly asked to comment on the
three listed NRHP properties, and should have been asked for a comment on the Cemetery,
which still required a determination of eligibility for inclusion on NRHP.

There appears to be confusion over what government entity has authority to make public
comments for this project. The entirety of the Rockwool project is contained in the Jurisdiction
of Ranson, not the Middleway District of Jefferson County as was put forth by ERM, Inc. when
the Section 106 process was initiated and continued to be incorrectly located in Middleway in
subsequent communications and reports. The request for Section 106 public comments should
have been sent to Ranson City Council in addition to the JCHLC, which had jurisdiction over
three nearby NRHP properties and the Cemetery.

In the JCHLC October 10, 2018 meeting minutes (Exhibit CC), ‘_'suggested
the HLC membership, as County Commission appointed agents, are able to request any
documents necessary to make an informed decision relating to their decision-making processes.”
“Mr. Burke responded to - and indicated the property [Rockwool] is within a municipal
boundary [Ranson, WV] and, thus, not under the jurisdiction of the HLC.” The suggestion is
made that “Once Rockwool chose Ranson instead of the county property, the county commission
took no further part [in the process].”

It is fair to assume that Ranson is responsible for monitoring historic places within its
jurisdiction. Under the Section 106 regulations, 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(3) - Participants in the
Section 106 process: “Under other provisions of Federal law, the local government may be
authorized to act as the agency official for purposes of section 106.” However, Ranson does not
have a committee or council dedicated to historic landmarks in its jurisdiction. In this case, the
Section 106 request for public comment for the Rockwool project, should have been addressed to
the City Council of Ranson. Rockwool had been working intimately with the City of Ranson and
knew well that their property was located in Ranson, why was this error not addressed by

Rockwool or its contractors?
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Since JCHLC denies responsibility for evaluating this particular property, and the
municipality in which the property is located does not have an established entity to provide
comments on historic places, and no effort was made by WVSHPO or ERM, Inc. to contact
Ranson, then it is logical to conclude that the Section 106 requirement for public comment was

not met.

¢. The December 2017 Meeting should have triggered the JCHLC to initiate a
“Council review of Section 106 Compliance” with the Advisory Council of Historic
Preservation per the process described in 36 CFR § 800.9.

Regardless of the jurisdiction confusion regarding the Rockwool property, which is
indeed located in Ranson WV, the Cemetery is located in the Middleway District of Jefferson
County, and falls within the purview of the JCHLC. The JCHLC neglected their responsibility to
evaluate the Cemetery when they incorrectly assumed that none of the aspects of this project
were within their authority to evaluate. In fact, the first mention of this project is at the
December 13, 2017 (Exhibit GG) meeting. At this meeting, JCHLC member Ben Horter reports
“Roxul is building a rock wool insulation factory in the Bardane area. Horter attended a breakfast
meeting at Hollywood Casino. They are already moving dirt. Their 106 was approved. This is
part of the National Preservation Act - any federal undertaking must comply and take into
account potential damage to historic resources.” It is unclear why the JCHLC does not take the
initiative here to understand how the Section 106 could have been approved without their input,
and failed to initiate a “Council review of Section 106 Compliance” with the Advisory Council
of Historic Preservation per the process described in 36 CFR § 800.9, to ensure compliance with
Section 106 regulations.

The next mention of Rockwool is on August 8, 2018 (Exhibit CCC). At this meeting, the
Committee discusses the Rockwool project’s potential impact on nearby historic properties and
votes to send a letter in opposition of the construction. At the following meeting on October 10,
2018 (Exhibit DDD) five local citizens spoke against the project and the Committee voted to
send an opposition resolution to a number of local government bodies. How can WVSHPO

accept that the public comment requirement has been satisfied if the singular entity allegedly

54 of 146



contacted for public comment appeared to have no knowledge of the project until a full year
later?

This position is inconsistent with the way in which other Section 106 proceedings were
handled according to JCHLC meeting minutes. There are numerous examples of JCHLC
providing feedback and comments on projects located within city limits. JCHLC even has a
“Courthouse Committee”, a committee dedicated to matters relating to the Charles Town
Courthouse, which is in the jurisdiction of Charles Town, WV. (Exhibit EEE) How could
JCHLC claim they do not have the authority to proceed? Why did JCHLC absolve themselves of
responsibility for this project? Clearly, there is a need to clarify Section 106 protocol at JCHLC
to prevent projects and properties from slipping through the cracks again.

This proceeding reveals a large hole in the Section 106 process as it operates in Jefferson
County. The recent annexation of parts of Jefferson County by Ranson has created a patchwork
of jurisdictions that seems to be unclear even to local officials. The unclear nature of who would
have been responsible for providing Section 106 public comments for the entirety of the
Rockwool project, which was wholly contained in Ranson but surrounded by County land that
hosts three NRHP listed properties and the Cemetery, should be resolved and clarified with all
potential participants in the Section 106 process. This confusion, brought on by the incorrect
location of the Rockwool facility in the Middleway District and the cross-jurisdictional nature of
the Section 106, is no excuse for the fact that the public was not given an opportunity to
participate in this Section 106 process.

Complainants argue that the first harms due to inaction caused by JCHLC in 2017
through today’s date have caused an adverse domino effect and “fruit from the poisonous tree”
that allowed other government agencies, such as WVDEP and WVDOT, to proceed with
approving permits even though the Section 106 procedure had not been completed, which led to
irreparable harm to the Cemetery, its burials, its descendants, the archaeological significance,

and African American culture and heritage.
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2. Jefferson County Office of Engineering
The Jefferson County Office of Engineering is a department of the Jefferson County
Commission.

The duties of the Jefferson County Office of Engineering are:

“The Office of Engineering is responsible for the engineering review of both residential
and commercial subdivision plats and commercial/industrial site plans for compliance with the
Subdivision Ordinance, Floodplain Ordinance, and the Improvement Location Permit Ordinance.
This 1s done in conjunction with the Office of Planning & Zoning’s review with the Subdivision
and Zoning Regulations.”

The Complainants find several erroneous facts to Mountaineer Gas’ recorded easement

recorded on April 19, 2019. As described in subsection “i. Property ownership discrepancies” of

section “IV. RECIPIENT: WEST VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL

PROTECTION ”incorrect maps were submitted by Mountaineer Gas. One version was submitted
to WVDEP and another version was recorded in the Jefferson County Clerk’s Office .

Both map versions are incorrect and if either of these maps and the gas pipeline project
was reviewed properly by the Jefferson County Office of Engineering, surely these
inconsistencies would have been identified. The majority of the gas pipeline falls within
County’s jurisdiction (Middleway District) and a small portion in Ranson jurisdiction. If it is not
the Jefferson County Office of Engineering’s responsibility to review and oversee projects that
disturb land within their jurisdiction, then whose responsibility is 1t? We are unsure if their
actions or inactions were a failure of Ranson to communicate with their office or dereliction of
their duties. Many disparate impact situations occur because government agencies either fail to
follow their own policies and procedures or there are not proper policies and procedures in place
to follow. Whatever the failure was between Ranson and the Jefferson County Office of
Engineering, property that belonged to the A.M.E. Church was usurped and destroyed along with
possible graves and any archaeological findings thereby destroying African American heritage,

history, and culture.

gineering-department
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The Jefferson County Clerk’s mission statement includes “To protect, preserve and
maintain the public records”, surely that would include a procedure to verify said records are
accurate. The Complainants argue that if procedures were either followed or in place to verify
the recorded easement for accurate property ownership, then the discovery of the A.M.E.
Church’s legal ownership to the property would have been revealed. As stated in the Jefferson
County Office of Engineering’s section above, failure for government agencies to follow their
own policies and procedures or if there are not proper policies and procedures in place to follow,
result in disparate impact cases. The Jefferson County Clerk’s failure to follow procedures or
have established procedures has resulted in the possible disturbance or removal of burials at the
A.M.E. Church as well as destroying the archaeological integrity of the area. Destruction to

African American culture, history, and heritage has occurred.

D. Request

Based upon the foregoing, Complainants request that the DOI accept this complaint and
conduct an investigation to determine whether JCHLC violated Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d to 2000d-7, 36 CFR Part 800 and 40 C.F.R. Part 7. If a violation is
found and JCHLC is unable to demonstrate a substantial, legitimate justification for its action
and to voluntarily implement a less discriminatory alternative that is practicable, Complainants
further petition the DOI to initiate proceedings to deny, annul, suspend, or terminate DOI
financial assistance to JCHLC.

The Complainants request that a “Council review of Section 106 Compliance” be
initiated per the process described in 36 CFR § 800.9, to evaluate three issues 1) Was the Section
106 process satisfactorily completed and compliant 2) Was JCHLC’s role or lack thereof was
appropriate 3) Was the public comment requirement satisfied if JCHLC made no comment and

no other entities or the public were alerted.
2. Jefferson County Office of Engineering

Based upon the foregoing, Complainants request that the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency - Office of Civil Rights accept this complaint and conduct an investigation to determine
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whether the Jefferson County Office of Engineering, a department of Jefferson County
Commission, violated Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d to 2000d-7,
and 40 C.F.R. Part 7 for failure to review Mountaineer Gas’ pipeline construction route
(approved by WVDEP on March 29, 2019, Mountaineer’s Registration No. WVR311281 under
WYV General Permit No. WV0116815, Stormwater Associated with Oil and Gas Related
Construction Activities), to ensure accuracy of land records. If a violation is found and the
Jefferson County Office of Engineering is unable to demonstrate a substantial, legitimate
justification for its action and to voluntarily implement a less discriminatory alternative that is
practicable, Complainants further petition the EPA to initiate proceedings to deny, annul,
suspend, or terminate EPA financial assistance to Jefferson County Commission and their
departments and agencies, and after the conclusion of those proceedings, deny, annul, or
terminate EPA financial assistance to Jefferson County Commission and their departments and

agencies.

3. Jefferson County Clerk

Based upon the foregoing, Complainants request that the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency - Office of Civil Rights accept this complaint and conduct an investigation to determine
whether the Jefferson County Clerk, a department of Jefferson County Commission, violated
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d to 2000d-7, and 40 C.F.R. Part 7 for
failure to review Mountaineer Gas’ pipeline construction route (approved by WVDEP on March
29, 2019, Mountaineer’s Registration No. WVR311281 under WV General Permit No.
WVO0116815, Stormwater Associated with Oil and Gas Related Construction Activities), to
ensure accuracy of land records. If a violation is found and the Jefferson County Clerk is unable
to demonstrate a substantial, legitimate justification for its action and to voluntarily implement a
less discriminatory alternative that is practicable, Complainants further petition the EPA to
initiate proceedings to deny, annul, suspend, or terminate EPA financial assistance to Jefferson
County Commission and their departments and agencies, and after the conclusion of those
proceedings, deny, annul, or terminate EPA financial assistance to Jefferson County Commission

and their departments and agencies.
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X. CONCLUSION

The Respondents’ failure to follow policies and procedures or have established policies
and procedures to protect against discrimination and disparate impact, have allowed the
Rockwool and Mountaineer Gas construction activities to cause irreparable harm to the
Cemetery:; its descendants; African American culture, heritage, and history by destroying
archaeological settings and significance of these burial grounds.

It 1s unclear to the Complainants whether the harms described herein are either a case of
government collusion or complete State and local government breakdown. Whether the
situations described are the results of collusion, dereliction of duties, or not having established
policies and procedures to protect against discrimination and disparate impact events, proper
archaeological assessments were not performed for the Cemetery and the A.M.E Church and the
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) was not completed.

Complainants argue that the Respondents’ actions and inactions have caused disparate
impacts. The first harms of WVSHPO and JCHLC in 2017 to present to not adequately review
the Cemetery for historical context and protection caused an adverse domino effect and a “fruit
from the poisonous tree” scenario that allowed other government agencies, such as WVDEP and
WVDOT, to proceed with approving permits. This led to irreparable harm to the Cemetery and
its burials, archaeological significance, and African American culture and heritage. As outlined
in “Section VII: Proving Discrimination — Disparate Impact” of the Title VI Legal Manual:*’

“Fally, the importance of 1dentifying a specific practice does not necessarily
mean that practice must be affirmatively undertaken; sometimes the relevant policy or
practice could be the failure to do something, or even the failure to have a policy. In other
words, inaction can exert a disproportionate adverse effect.”

The Respondents, being Federally funded entities, must make every effort to abide by all
laws of the Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 [42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.] and must have the
awareness, skills, and training to respect and protect all aspects of a culture’s heritage, history,

and traditions.

37 https://www.justice.cov/crt/fcs/T6Manual7
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As described in the African American Burial Grounds Network Act, African American
burial grounds and other cultural areas should receive special protections due to the many
atrocities that have been committed to their ancestors. We can not let any parts of African
American history, culture, and heritage be erased for any reason; especially not to be sacrificed

for perceived state/local economic development and individual and/or corporate benefits.

XI. REQUEST

For the reasons stated herein, Complainants respectfully request that

a. The United States National Park Service, Department Of The Interior find the West
Virginia State Historic Preservation Office and its sub-agencies in violation of Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964; and

b. The United States Environmental Protection Agency find the West Virginia
Department of Environmental Protection and its sub-agencies in violation of Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964; and

c. The United States Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway
Administration the West Virginia Department of Transportation and its sub-agencies in violation
of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; and

Pursuant to the Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, the Complainants seek an immediate
injunction and stop work order to be issued by the State of West Virginia and the Respondents to
all Rockwool and Mountaineer Gas construction and operating activities to prevent further
damage to the Cemetery, its descendants, and African American history and culture until the

discriminatory grievances contained herein can be resolved.
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XI. COMPLAINANTS’ SIGNATURES

Date: ?/’Z{//?

Signature:

oyd Carter Memorial Cemetery Descendant

Winchester, VA 22601

Date: gt;Z{ I [9

Signature;

oyd Carter Memorial Cemetery Descendant

Charles Town, WV 25414

_a
T
s/ /"

Signature: ;;4" c 2 i . ://’//;\..,w Date: /,f l )// {)
Jennifer Kingf C'l;air

Rural Agricultural Defenders

PO Box 445

Keameysville, WV 25430

304-283-0032

Date: 4 i,' “ &017

Signature:
Giuliana Brogna, Treasurer
Rural Agricultural Defenders
PO Box 445

Kearneysville, WV 25430
401-855-1037

Signature: /WM (b ot Date: O} lz;’_,[ 19
Susan April, Environmental Specia{list

Rural Agricultural Defenders

PO Box 445

Keameysville, WV 25430

240-675-2385
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XIII. EXHIBITS - ATTACHED
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EXHIBIT A - BOYD CARTER MEMORIAL CEMETERY & POSSIBLE A.M.E
CHURCH BURIALS, PAGE 1

Boyd Cartor Momorial Comotery & Possibie A.M.E Chwoh Surials
oelettat Birss n Boptl Carter Wamizoal Caniatary
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EXHIBIT A - BOYD CARTER MEMORIAL CEMETERY & POSSIBLE A.M.E
CHURCH BURIALS, PAGE 2
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EXHIBIT A - BOYD CARTER MEMORIAL CEMETERY & POSSIBLE A.M.E
CHURCH BURIALS, PAGE 3

Fusshais Sanaka (rr Bopd Cames Nemor 0
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EXHIBIT A - BOYD CARTER MEMORIAL CEMETERY & POSSIBLE A.M.E
CHURCH BURIALS, PAGE 4
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EXHIBIT B - THE 1902 CEMETERY DEED

Stondard Lime & Stono (o.

To: Deed of HBergailn and Sale.

Trustees' "Burying Ground®

T™is Need made this 31st day of December 1002 between the Standard Lime and Stone

Company, & corporation of W. Va., having an office at Baltimors, Maryland of the firat part

rustees, 211 of Jefferson County West Vic zinta,

Witnessethi- that for and in sonsideration of ths sum of One Dollar (£1.00) e2sh 4in hand
peld by the partles of the second pert, the receipt wiereof is horeby acknowladged, the perties
of the first part do grant and convey with covenamts of zeneral warranty unto the saild Trustees
011 of their right, title, interest to, and in the following deseribed tract of land situated

About 1 mile Slmt‘l) Enst of Kearneysville, Jeffersen founty, West Virzinia,

J(l Beginning at & stake (fig 1); thence 5 60~158 At

i "“.’;“g{\ 12 ft. passing through & stone cormer to-’

\\('- -in all 14.9 poles to & stone - 5

corner (fig 2); thence N 6-¢E 5.1 pole to A stake

',5 : now mede 8 corner (fig 3); thence N 60-15 W 12.45
ok A

polles to & stake corner to (fig ;thence S5 34-40W
4.58 poles to the beginning containing one roed twenty tvo and four tenths perches (22.4§).

The sald lot of ground conveyed %o the aforessald Truster s to be Used &s A burying ground
for nolered people and for no other PIrpose.

To have and %9 hold the said Jot hereln conveyed with 811 rights privileges and &ppurte-

nances thereunto belonging inecluding a right %0 use & road, for ingreee Or egress to saild

burying ground, and used by _hrough +he lends of the Standard Lime & Stone

{ -
- State of Vest Va,,

| a Notary Publie of thy State of Maryland pornﬂlr

Company unto the sild Trusteaes or thelr ®iccessors forever.
Viitness the follovdAns signatures and sesls. \
The Standard Iime & Stome Co., (Seal) ‘
by Denlel Baker (Sesl)

State of Maryland,
Haltimore City SS.
I, hereby certify that on this loth day of

standard Iime & Stone Co. and did acknowledge
Witness my hand and Notarial Sesl.
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DEED (DEED BOOK 263 PAGE 273) PAGE 2 OF DEED
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. ey — -—

WEST VIRGINIA STATE
GRID NORTH ZONE

TREADGIL
08 1085 PG 195

EXHIBIT D - 05/02/19 CEMETERY SURVEY

LECEND:
O FOUND CAPPED REBAR
® SET 5/8" REBAR & CAP

CORNER NOT FOUND
HELD PLAT RECORDED IN 2w
PB 25 PG 649 FOR ALIGNMENT

HEADSTONE

NO OTHER HEADSTONE
SEEN TO THE NORTH

RANSOV CORP
. ™12 P13
CEMETERY BOUNDARY ; ROXUL UISA INC.

17123 SQ. FT. ‘| DB 107G 652
0.3931 ACRFS
DB 98 PG 68

g5 .
749 3

PLAT OF RESURVEY
THE PROPERTY OF

TRUSTEES "BURYING GROUND”
DEED BOOK 98 PAGE 68
TAX MAP 4 PARCEL UNSPECIFIED

MiNNI FWaAY NIRTDINT
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EXHIBIT E - GROUND PENETRATING RADAR RESULTS

Above the markers indicate as follows:

Red Markers: Potential Graves

Blue Markers: Potential Voids

Yellow Markers: Visible gravestone but no GPR data indicating burial/void

Site Map with Findings

Granny Smith Lane Cemetery
Kearneysville, WV
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EXHIBIT G - BURIAL PLOTTING

AN3OTTdVIN
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EXHIBIT H - 1966 JEFFERSON ORCHARDS’ DEED, DANDRIDGE OWNERSHIP

(Y

{ W’”IIMNMWMMMMMW
: 2772 .

To: DEED OF B. & S.
Jefferaon Orchards, Ine, ’ ! i

THIS DEED made and executed this lat day of December, 1966, by and boma-
parties of the first part, and Jefferson Orchards, Inc., a

West Virginia corporation, party of the second part:
WITNESSETH, That for and in consideration of the sum of $5.00, cash in hand paid, and
other good and valuable consideration, the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, the parties

of the first part do hereby grant, bargain, sell and coavey and by these pr s have gr N
bargained, sold and conveyed, to and unte the party of the second part, with general warranty,
the following described real estate, situate in Middleway District of Jefferson County, West

Virginia, more particularly described as follows:
®All those certain tracts or parcels of land situate in Middleway District, Jefferaca’

County, West Virginia, together with all improvements thereon and appurtenances belonging

thereto, described as follows: .
LIRST _PARCEL ‘
’ Those three several tracts of land, which were heretofors conveyed to -
by Trustess, by deed dated Pebruary 18, 1876, —
and recorded in ice of t erk of ths County Court of Jefferson County, West Yirginia,
in Deed Book D, page 104, containing in the aggregate about 208 acres, 2 roods and 30 perches, " 3
and described as follows: ' k
IRACT MO, 13 3

Beginning at a stone in the edge of Tield about 1 pole from the fence ia

| the 1ine of atent, now thence with the line of said Patent, |
.| m‘_’ 64° LO' E. 216.7 poles to a stons set in the ground in the 1
I 11ne or sata ratent, now [EEEEEERERN¢orner to _nom. z pores v [
¢ f1e24; vhance with the 1ioe of [N ¢ 274" 5. 142 vodes to u srone set 1 tie —y

o

in the line of _ now made corner to the heirs of A. 3. Dandridge; thence, leaving Mrsi
;J B na running the division line, W. 64° 3/4' W, 165.7 poles to & stone standing nearly i |
‘the center between sundry marked white caks; thence 3. 25% 1/A' ¥. 13).5 poles to the begianing) ]
?' pm 160 asres. |

f‘ i TRACT ¥O. 2t . l-'
7 Segtantag ot & srom 1n voe 1500 o [T eeorrees =4 corer RN

]

Ll

£ i
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EXHIBITI - 1852 S. HOWELL BROWN MAP OF JEFFERSON COUNTY, WV
CLOSEUP SHOWING DANDRIDGE LAND OWNERSHIP & CEMETERY

Jefferson County, WV
1852 Map Closeups
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EXHIBIT J - JEFFERSON COUNTY WV TAX MAP OVERLAY WITH 1852 MAP

BOYD CARTER
&«— MEMORIAL CEMETERY
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EXHIBIT K - WEST VIRGINIA GEOHISTORY / GEO-EXPLORER PROJECT:

JEFFERSON COUNTY LAND GRANTS SHOWING |l OWNERSHIP OF
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EXHIBIT L - “GRAVE MATTERS: THE PRESERVATION OF AFRICAN AMERICAN
CEMETERIES” BY THE CHICORA FOUNDATION, PAGE 4

place at night, possibly
to allow slaves from
neighboring plantations
to attend, but just as
likely because no other
time was available. This
may help explain why so
many African-American
burials continued to be
held on Sundays even
into the early twentieth
century. All of the
accounts suggest that
the burials were rather
significant affairs, with
prayers, singing, and sometimes even an air of a pageant. Sometimes the service
was reported to continue until the morning, Many accounts from the mid- and
late-nineteenth century reveal that African-Americans were uniformly buried east-
wesl, with the head to the west. One [reed slave explained that the dead should
not have to turn around when Gabriel blows his trumpet in the eastern sunrise.
Others have suggested they were buried facing Africa.

"A Negro Funeral" in the late nineteenth century, from fHarper's
New Montily Magazine.

Even where the slaves were buried seems similar. All seem to represent
marginal property — land which the planter wasn’t likely to use for other
purposes. The burial spots have been described as "ragged palches of live-oak and
palmetto and brier tangle which throughout the Islands are a sign of graves
within, — graves scattered without symmetry, and often without headstones or
head-boards, or sticks . . . ." A more recent researcher, Elsie Clews Parsons,
observes that the African-American cemeleries were:

hidden away in remote spots among trees and underbrush. In
the middle of some fields are islands of large trees the owners
preferred not to make arable, because of the exhaustive work of
clearing it. Old graves are now in among these trees and
surrounding underbrush.

Frances Anne Kemble reported that while an enclosure was erected around the
graves of several while laborers buried on Butler Island, the graves of the African-
American slaves were trampled on by the plantation cattle.

A black cemetery in the South Carolina up country was described by
John William DeForest shortly after the Civil War. He commented that while a
few marble and brick headstones were present, most were "wooden slabs, all
grimed and mouldering with the dampness of the forest. . . ." At the time, some
of the wooden slabs had painted names and dates. The paint likely flaked off only
shortly before the wood itself rotted away.
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EXHIBIT M - “AFRICAN AMERICAN CEMETERIES AND THE RESTORATION
MOVEMENT?” UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA, SLAVE BURIAL GROUND
CHARACTERISTICS

Q20209 Afican American Cermetenes and the Restoration Maovemernt - Brooklyn Cemetery Project - Death and Hurman History in Athens

DEATH AND HUMAN s
HISTORY IN ATHENS

Baldwin Hall Excavation Brooklyn Cemetery  » Ceonge Hil Cemetery b View gl tems Contributors

AFRICAN AMERICAN CEMETERIES AND Lo L o
THE RESTORATION MOVEMENT

3 x x - Brooklyn Cemetent: A Brief Histary and a
African American Burial Traditions Tous

Africa is & heterogeneals ¢ ontinent with various religions, racial idertities,
and cuftural pracices. When slaves arrived in America, they came from
diffierent tribes, Cnee in Ametica, slaves were deliberately separated from
farmily mernbers. Then irmplicitly and explicitly discouraged by their owners
frorn expressing their cultural beliefs. One forrn of resistance to cultural
assimilation was creating their own bural custorms.

African American Cemeteries and the
Restoration Movement

Brooklyn Cemetery hap

0n plantations, funeral ceremonies usually occurred at night. Since skyves
had towork all day, night was the only time for therm to participate in the
ceremory. But it also allowed nelghboring slaves to commune across
|legalistic horders. This tradition continued into the 20th centurny. Pre-Ciyil
‘War, slave owners, notwanting to use their arable land for slave burials, Wit s Buried in Brooklyn?
wolld bury slaves i hidden in remaote spots among trees and underbrush,  Flaue 1 Akhough there i noway o knawtar certain, based on

Duting the ceremary, attendees would perform pravers and sing hyrnnals.  2urknowledge of the tradition of leaving everdsy fems 2t 2

Brooklyn Cemetery. A Pholo G allery

Sarme termeteries have their headstones facing west for spiritus) reasons  Oraveste. it is possible that this bottle was left purposely by the Data Analyses and Graphs
Sore graves are marked with trees, plarts (ex; Yuce & or wooden planks. Farmillr of fhve deceas e
Believing that since trees would continue after their burial, death would
not he their end By using termporary markers, the residents ensured that Timeline
there would akways be room in the cemetery Tor Tuture generations. Cnee
buried, slavesfrom coastal regions would surround the grave site with
shells to enclose the soul's immaortal presence. In other areas, offerings
could he the last physical ohiect the deceased touched.
Conseglently, these traditions, along with the South's seqregated past,
has |ead to the negative perception of Black cermeteries as being
abandonad and unkept.
Figure 2. In Brodkhyn Cemetery there are severalfamily plots
(see figura 2. A the s ame time, several families are spranled
actoss severals e dions. Family members may notbe buriad
together because Black cemeteries did not typically presene
Tamity grou pings
Preserving Black Cemeteries
I our capitalistic society, we have the tendency to focus on the rmost profitable options instead ofthe maost humanistic.
Landowners may ighore the existence of the cemetery or underestimate the size ofthe plotto suppart their building
developrnents. Similarly, the University of Georgia had a recent issue, finding unidentified corpses in their construction zone.
However, most Black cemeteries were not delineated by deeds or legal instruments. Since cemeteries do not provide tax
revenue for the county, disincertivizing the county Trom Keeping up with the owners of the plots. Uitimately leaving the
cermeteries forgotten by the local govemment. Once remtroduced to the cemeteries, counties have the legal tight to choose
whether or not ta maintain 'abandoned' cemeteries With that in rmind, counties should be sure ta include local Black
communties in the decision makin.
Some Black cemeteries da not have records of names, death cerificate numbers or lists of refatives. Let alone a map of where
people are buried. At Brooklyn Cemetery we are fortunate enolgh to have a record of names, death certificate numbers,
https:#rdigilab libs uga edu/cem etery/exhibits/show/brooklyn/afti can-am erican-cem eteries-an?fhclid=lwAR3eUKIEH FIDWEG2F 74881 0L D ARV K TASZEY 144
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EXHIBIT N - “GRAVE MATTERS: THE PRESERVATION OF AFRICAN AMERICAN
CEMETERIES” BY THE CHICORA FOUNDATION, PAGE 5

Example of a stonie nsarker for Albert
Doctar, born & slave, in Georgeiosn
Cownty, South Carolma

Ciraves were marked in a variety
of ways besides wood or stone slabs.
Sometimes unusual carved wooden staffs,
thought perhaps to represent religious
motifs or efligies, were used. Some praves
were marked using plants, such as cedars
or yuccas, and anthropologists hawve
suggested this tradition may reflect an
African belief in the living spiril. This
iradition can be traced at least 1o Haiti,
where blacks, probably mixing Christian
religion with African beliefs, explain that,
“trees live after, death is not the end.”
Yuceas and other "prickly” plants may also
have been used "lo keep the spints” in the
cemetery. Other graves were marked with

pieces of iron pipe, railroad iron, or any other convenient object,

At umes shells were used (o mark the grave. One anthropologist in the
early 1890s remarked that “nearly every grave has bordering or thrown upon it a
few bleached sea-shells of a dozen different kinds." This practice has been traced
back Lo at least the BaKongo beliel that the sea shell encloses the soul’s immortal
presence. There was a prayer to the mbamba sea shell:

As strong as your house you shall keep my life for me. When
you leave for the sea, take me along, that I may live forever

wilh you,

Even mio the twentieth century some Gullah explained the use of shells on graves

.ﬁﬁ'lnn graves on Sproghekl th'lal, now pan of Brookgreen
Jamuary 1931. Courlesy of Brookgreen Cardens Archives, Murrells frkber, South Carolins,

Oardend, in
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EXHIBIT Q - AFRICAN METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH DISTANCE TO
CEMETERY
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EXHIBIT R - AFRICAN METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH OF KEARNEYSVILLE
SHPO SURVEY, PAGE 1

MBJ RESOURCE #: 042

WEST VIRGINIA HISTORIC PROPERTY

INVENTORY FORM

STREET ADDRESS COMMON/HISTORIC NAME NO. IN SURVEY NO. OF BAYS
East side of CSX Railroad #fiCommon EHistoric §gBoth JF-c0T7%
Methodist Episcopal Church OS5
= FRONT  SIDE
TOWN OR COMMUNITY COUNTY NEGATIVE NO. NOT
Harts Town Jefferson 8.7-10 VISIBLE |:I
FROM
ROAD
ARCHITECT/BUILDER DATE OF CONSTRUCTION STORIES
Unknown 1890-1905 1

DATE
NAT.REGISTERLISTED _M2
STATE REGISTER LISTED nfa

ROOFING MATERIAL
Slate

EXTERIOR BUILDING FABRIC
Asphalt roll brick siding

PROPERTY USE OR FUNCTION
Abandoned (current); church (historic)

TYPE OF FOUNDATION
Poured concrete

STYLE (STAFF USE ONLY)

QUADRANGLE NAME

Martinsburg

SURVEY ORGANIZATION AND DATE
Michael Baker Jr., Inc.

501 Parkway v::;;{l}?;r. PART OF WHAT SURVEY
Pittsburgh, PA West Virginia Route 9
2/14/96

SITE PLAN s

MBI BB !:%:;; T e

& = Chaltraildis

JEFFERSON CO. TAX #MD 4/3

MR Ge0
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EXHIBIT R - AFRICAN METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH OF KEARNEYSVILLE
SHPO SURVEY, PAGE 2

MBJ RESOURCE #: 042

- o

PRESENT OWNERS OWNER ADDRESS

B -Kcamq..wme, Wy 25430

GENERAL CONDITION OF PROPERTY

Neglected

ADDITIONS IF YES, DESCRIBE
NYes @

ALTERATIONS IF YES, DESCRIBE

Asphalt roll brick siding.

#Yes

.

NO. AND NATURE OF OUTBUILDINGS
None.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY (ORIGINAL AND PRESENT)
The Methodist Episcopal Church is one-story high and has a one-room, rectangular plan with a projecting rear choir supported by concrete piers.
The abandoned church is one bay wide and three bays deep. The frame church is clad with asphalt roll brick siding over drop wood siding, and
the front-gable roof 1s sheathed in slate. The fenestration consists of one-over-one double-hung lancet arch windows with wood lug sills. A
projecting gabled vestibule fitted with a set of double four-panel doors is centered on the front facade. A second entrance is located on the right
side of the vestibule. Inside the vestibule, another set of double four-panel doors opens into the church nave. These doors are capped by an

arched two-light transom with diagonal patterned stained glass. The church is in a collapsed state and is in an overgrown sefting. l
HISTORICAL/CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE '
The Methodist Episcopal Church was constructed some time after a parcel of land was purchased by rustees for the

Methodist Episcopal Church of Keamneysville, from 1890 (JCDB W:293). A o ears and in a severely
deteriorated condition, the property does not retain sumcient mtegnty to qualify as a significant historic resource. Therefore, the Methodist l

Episcopal Church should be considered not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES
Jefferson County Deed Book W: 293,

McAlester, Virginia and Lee McAlester
1990 A Field Guide to American Houses. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Phillips, Steven J.
1992 0ld House Dictionary. Washington D.C.: Preservation Press.

FORM PREPARED BY DATE
Cynthia A. Liccese and Connie Torbeck 04/01/96
ADDRESS

Michael Baker Jr., Inc.
501 Parkway View Dr.
Pittsburgh, PA 15205
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EXHIBIT S - AFRICAN METHODIST EPISCOPAL MEETING HOUSE SHPO

SURVEY, PAGE 1

AT

WEST VIRGINIA HISTORIC PROPERTY

INVENTORY FORM

STREET ADDRESS COMMON/HISTORIC NAME | NO. IN SURVEY NO. OF BAYS
| | 3F- DO -

Off Oak Tree Road on east side of CSX Concrete-block Dwelling i 3 2

tracks 003" r  SIDE

TOWN OR COMMUNITY COUNTY NEGATIVE NO. NOT VISIBLE
FROM ROAD

Kearneysville Jefferson 4766 (7)

ARCHITECT/BUILDER DATE OF CONSTRUCTION EXTERIOR BUILDING FABRIC

ca. 1930s

concrete block

DATE ROOFING MATERIAL STYLE (STAFF USE ONLY)
NAT. REGISTER LISTED standing-seam metal A
STATE REGISTER LISTED “ne Y &
PROPERTY USE OF FUNCTION TYPE OF FOUNDATION
Single family residential concrete block
abandoned
PHOTOGRAPH

SURVEY ORGANIZATION AND DATE

John Milner Associates, Inc.
October 8, 1992

wnekl

QUADRANGLE NAME
Martinsburg

(2" x 3" CONTACT)

PART OF WHAT SURVEY
West Virginia Route 9
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EXHIBIT S - AFRICAN METHODIST EPISCOPAL MEETING HOUSE SHPO

SURVEY, PAGE 2
. 033
¢,
PRESENT OWNERS OWNER ADDRESS
GENERAL CONDITION OF PROPERTY
ruinous
ADDITIONS IF YES, DESCRIBE
X
YES NO
ALTERATIONS IF YES, DESCRIBE
X
YES NO
NQ. AND NATURE OF OUTBUILDINGS
None

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY (ORIGINAL AND PRESENT)

This house, located off Oak Tree Road in Hart’s Town, is a one-story, three-bay, gable-roofed dwelling with a raised basement.
The walls are constructed of concrete block and the house is built into a hill. Fenestration consists of three-over-one, double-hung
sash, indicating a ca. 1930s construction date. The gable ends are sheathed in weatherboard, and a concrete interior flue protrudes
from the roof ridge.

HISTORICAL/CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE
This concrete-block, ca. 1930s, dwelling is representative of the type of residences commonly built in the African-American village of
Hart’s Town in the early twentieth century. Abandoned and in poor condition, it is recommended not eligible for the National

Repister.

BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES

FORM PREPARED BY Margarita J. Wuellner DATE 10-8-92

ADDRESS John Milner Associates, Inc.
5250 Cherokee Avenue, 4th Floor
Alexandria, VA 22312
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EXHIBIT S - AFRICAN METHODIST EPISCOPAL MEETING HOUSE SHPO

SURVEY, PAGE 3

MBJ RESOURCE # :

043

WEST VIRGINIA HISTORIC PROPERTY
INVENTORY FORM

STREET ADDRESS COMMON/HISTORIC NAME NO. IN SURVEY NO. OF BAYS
East side of CSX Railroad {dlicommon fHistoric $§Both SF-OC7e-008 7
Methodist Episcopal Meeting
House FRONT  SIDE
TOWN OR COMMUNITY COUNTY NEGATIVE NO. NOT
Harts Town Jefferson 811 VISIBLE D
FROM
ROAD
ARCHITECT/BUILDER DATE OF CONSTRUCTION STORIES
Unknown 1945 1
DATE ROOFING MATERIAL EXTERIOR BUILDING FABRIC

NAT. REGISTER LISTED _1/a
STATE REGISTER LISTED _n/a

Standing seam metal

Concrete block

PROPERTY USE OR FUNCTION

Abandoned (current); meeting house
(historic)

TYPE OF FOUNDATION
Concrete block

STYLE (STAFF USE ONLY)

SURVEY ORGANIZATION AND DATE

QUADRANGLE NAME
Martinsburg

Michae] Baker Jr., Inc.

501 Parkway View Dr. PART OF WHAT SURVEY
Pittsburgh, PA 15205 West Virginia Route 9
2/14/96
SITE PLAN ?mgdwﬂ.‘rsax #MD 43

‘e Churdd

"EE

Lbuiiding

EjD‘E-I—E! Fi Chi h
043 = [=Stery. Black Merling Housse
- O
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EXHIBIT S - AFRICAN METHODIST EPISCOPAL MEETING HOUSE SHPO
SURVEY, PAGE 4

MBJ RESOURCE #:

‘043

PRESENT OWNERS

OWNER ADDRESS

-carneysville, WV 25430

GENERAL CONDITION OF PROPERTY

Neglected
ADDITIONS IF YES, DESCRIBE
“SYes #iNo
ALTERATIONS IF YES, DESCRIBE
es i¥:No

NO. AND NATURE OF OUTBUILDINGS
None.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY (ORIGINAL AND PRESENT)

;5

The Methodist Episcopal Meeting House is a one-story, rectangular plan, concrete block building that currently stands abandoned. The building
is three bays wide and two bays deep. The building is built into a hillside so that an entrance on the front gable lcads into the basement, and an
entrance on the rear gable end leads into the first floor. The unfinished basement has a dirt floor. The gable ends are clad with weatherboard an
the side-gable roof is sheathed with standing seam metal. The fenestration consists of three-over-one double-hung sash windows set into plain

wood frames. A concrete block interior chimney straddles the roof ridge.

HISTORICAL/CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE

The Methodist Episcopal Meeting House, used in conjunction with the neighboring African-American Methodist Episcopal Church, was built
circa 1940-1945. The building, which has been abandoned for a long period of time, stands in a deteriorated condition. All of the doors and
windows are missing, and the interior has been damaged by exposure to the elements and neglect. The meeting house is a simple vernacular
form lacking architectural distinction. The building does not retain sufficient integrity to qualify as a significant historic resource. Therefore, the
Methodist Episcopal Meeting House sould be considered not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES

McAlester, Virginia and Lee McAlester
1990 A Field Guide to American Houses. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Phillips, Steven J.

1992 Old House Dictionary, Washington D.C.: Preservation Press,
FORM PREPARED BY DATE
Cynthia A. Liccese and Connie Torbeck 04/01/96

ADDRESS

Michael Baker Jr., Inc.
501 Parkway View Dr.
Pittsburgh, PA 15205
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EXHIBIT T - JEFFERSON COUNTY ASSESSOR AND TAX INFORMATION FOR

AFRICAN METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH AND MEETING HOUSE
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EXHIBIT U - JEFFERSON COUNTY ASSESSOR AND TAX INFORMATION FOR

AFRICAN METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH AND MEETING HOUSE

ﬁ’j[ﬂﬂh!“ﬁ]“ln LESGAL DESCRIPTION
MIDDLEWAY DIST,7 | Fesmeveviiie
i .
MAP WO, FLOT NOD LaT SILE ACREAGE
b L 3 90 x 220 Irregular
OATE FED. TAX| DEfD | PAGE
OWMER'S NAME ADDOREFS ACOLIRED STAMPS BOOK =N
! %y Church, Solored 5-11-1890 mE-d| 293
2
3
4
5
&
¥
L}
]
10 - [
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EXHIBIT V - 05/03/19 USPS DELIVERY RECEIPT OF MR. SURKAMP’S REPORT TO
WVSHPO

IJSPs L. First-Class Mail INR: coMPLETE THIS SECTION COMPLETE THIS SEC TION ON DELsyeqy
Postage & Fees Paid
f .. ‘ USPS "gﬂﬁe ftems 1, 2, and 3. e
i . G-10 ‘our name and address on the
| Pl oo | son we can retum the gard to you-
| ‘ 25 this card to the baﬂ“ﬁ"m mailpiece,
Ihe front If space pernits. T
Eﬂg_ 3995 A079 q?'ib b |mu55,;;g,;;’; - .. 1s dsivery ackiess cifewnt from e 17 1 Vg

e rd < W YES, enter delivery address baejoy: o
ﬂm [ rint your nal U [ £ } L No
Please p! ! /‘ A
* Sender: ;’fb Y (

fvice MV F}\. o Lu ? ’
s Jie
\JW} ( (/Z fffr’i [ 100 g‘\-.i )m\r/u ﬁ/

“l &‘nr

Gopreicec | | i

& e rranafor from servica labe)
— 7019 01k0 0000 1074 5531.

el ekl et B
[PS5 3817, July 2015 PSN 7520-02-000-9053

me, address and ZIP+4® |n this box*

D Enginn @ Loeatines O3 Buppuert AT it Omierary Fenggimves ¢ Bigem i
Mail & Ship Trock & Manags Postal Stors Buainens International Huip Q
USPS Tracking' Tracking FaQs »

Track Another Package +

Chet e T infoermed Dielivery™ lewture b recese Lmrrs s
sltomated notifications an your packages - -

Tracking Number: 70180160000010745531 Rumove X

Status
Your tam has bean delivered 1o an agent at 5:10 am on C’\, Delivered
May 3. 2019 in CHARLESTON. WV 25301 May 3, 2010 at 5210 @m

Dvacnd, To Agent
CHARLESTON, WY 25301

Dellverad
Tracking Hiatory N
Product Information R4

See Less
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EXHIBIT W - 2005 WV CEMETERY SURVEY FORM FOR THE CEMETERY, PAGE 1

West Virginia Cemetery Survey Form

1. Site Number (OFFICE USE ONLY) : Y(5F50 >

2. Cemetery Name (Historic / Common, please circle): Jefferson Orchard Cemetery

3. County: Jefferson 4.7.5” Quadrangle: Martinsburg
5. UTM Zone: 18 Easting 251748 Northing 4362351
6. Ownership: Public: Municipal County State Federal
Private: Family Church Denomination
Fraternal Other Unknown

7. Burial Population (ethnic composition, general age of individuals, explain) :
Euro and African American

8. Public Accessibility: unrestricted x restricted for permission to visit, contact

9. Access into Cemetery: by foot x by car

10. Terrain: On the edge of a low, rolling terrace.

11. Bounded by: fence wall hedge other _Road on south and west

12. Condition: ~ well maintained poorly maintained x
overgrown, easily identifiable x overgrown, unidentifiable
unidentifiable, but known to exist through tradition or other means (identify source)

13. Cemetery Size and Orientation (please give dimensions in feet, and indicate compass direction for long
and short axis): 350 feet east/west and 150 feet north/south

14. Historical Background

Cemetery appears to be in original location. Many of the people buried here are veterans of WWI,
WWII and Korea. Many headstones have fallen over. Some caskets appear to have been removed.
The number of burials (53) is an approximation. Portions of this cemetery are very overgrown, and
There are large gaps where no headstones are extant but burials may be there.

15. Form Completed By: _J. Blake Date: 8-21-05
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EXHIBIT W - 2005 WV CEMETERY SURVEY FORM FOR THE CEMETERY, PAGE 2

Site Number: HerFey7 Cemetery Name : _Jefferson Orchard Cemetery

16. Gravestones (Please list the number of gravestones that fit in the categories below. If this is a guess
or an approximation, put “circa” before the number, Include photographs and/or sketches of
representative decorative carvings.) :

number of headstones 53 burials Footstones ? yes no

number of gravestones with burial dates from the 18th century None

19th century ~ None 20th century _all

please list the earliest date 1900 most recent date 1994

number of gravestones of each material : slate marble 3

granite 20 sandstone fieldstone other _Unknown material
number of gravestones with decorative carvings of skulls none

faces none  ums/willows none other (explain) _Praying hands (1), crosses (4)
number of gravestones that are readable all eroded badly tilted 3
cracked / broken broken but standing 5

restoration efforts, if any none

17. Please attach : 1) a copy of the topographic quadrangle indicating the cemetery’s location, and
20 general photograph (s) of the cemetery showing its setting and / or location.
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EXHIBIT X - 03/07/2017 ERM, INC. LETTER TO WVSHPO, PAGE 1

Environmental
Resources
Management, Inc.

204 Chase Drive
Hurricane, WV 25526

March 7, 2017
(304) 757-4777
. - 304) 757-4799 (f;
Attn: Ms. Susan M. Pierce, Director i,wl_em_C(]m{ 4

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer for Resource Protection
West Virginia Division of Culture and History

The Cultural Center

1900 Kanawha Boulevard East

Charleston, WV 25305-300

ERM

Subject: Information Consultation/ Data Request
Proposed Development Parcel; Granny Smith Lane
Kearneysville, Jefferson County, West Virginia
39.374740° N, 77.878192° W
Martinsburg, WV USGS Quadrangle

Ms. Pierce:

Environmental Resources Management (ERM) is supporting the environmental review
for potential development of a parcel along Route 9 near to Kearneysville in Jefferson
County, West Virginia. ERM recognizes that the West Virginia Division of Culture and
History is the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPQ), in addition to other agencies,
and have the responsibility for consultation regarding the protection of various natural
and cultural resources. ERM is pleased to provide the information contained in this
submittal for your consultation in providing comments in identifying historic properties
that are listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and
archeological sites that may be impacted by this project.

The proposed development is located approximately 1.0 miles southeast of the town of
Kearneysville, centered as the coordinates of approximately 39.374740° N, 77.878192° W.
Currently the scope of work involves an environmental phase I site assessment. The
approximate project area is shown on Figure 1 - Site Location. Figure 2 - Property
Extent shows the approximate extent of the proposed development, which would
mostly be designated for construction. The property is the site of former orchard
operations and the rows of cultivated trees shown in the aerial imagery are no longer

present.

Currently the limits of disturbance (LODY} is estimated at 150 acres. Please note, this
acreage is a preliminary estimate. Of this 150 acres, approximately 4 acres are trees.
ERM is not aware any archeological sites near the area, however, no archeological
studies have been conducted. In addition, it is likely that the majority of soils on this site
have been altered as this was the former site of an apple orchard.
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EXHIBIT X - 03/07/2017 ERM, INC. LETTER TO WVSHPO, PAGE 2

Environmental
Resources
Management, Inc.

Page 2

ERM respectfully requests your initial evaluation of our findings and comments or
recommendations for the potential development on this property. If new or additional
data is available for the site area, ERM welcomes the opporfunity to review that
information and incorporate it into our environmental review. If you have any questions
concerning this submittal, please contact Matt Hurst at (607) 745-8619 or
matt.hurst@erm.com.

Sincerely,

Matt Hurst, PhD
Associate Engineer, ERM

Enclosures
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EXHIBIT X - 03/07/2017 ERM, INC. LETTER TO WVSHPO, PAGE 3

1:6000 Figure 2
Granny Smith Lane Development

Extent of Propoposed Development
[ — 1 I' Parcel in Jefferson County ERM

DRANN BY: BMH
=

Proposed Extent of
Development
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EXHIBIT X - 03/07/2017 ERM, INC. LETTER TO WVSHPO, PAGE 4
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Project Site Figure 1
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EXHIBIT Y - 04/03/2017 WVSHPO LETTER TO ERM, INC., PAGE 1

'l WEST I.
Phimne 304.558.0220 + wiw.sweuliure, o

’” VIRGINIA
Djvistori of, Fay 304,558.2779 « TDR 304,558, 3562

Culture and History

April 3. 2017

The Culture Center
1900 Kanawha Blvel., E.
Charleston, WY 25305-0300

Randall Reid-Smith, Commissionet

Matt Hursi, Ph.D.

Associate Engineer

ERM. Ine.

204 Chase Drive

Hurricane. West Virginia 25526

RE:  Proposed Development Parcel — Granny Smith Lane, Keameysville
FR# T-457-]F

Dear Mr. Hurst: |

We lave reviewed the above referenced project to determine potential effects ta cultural resonrees, As
required by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended. and its implementing
regulations, 36 CFR 800: “Protection of Historic Properties,” we submit our comments,

According to the submitted information, the project will result in the development of a parcel of land
located along Route 9 near Kearneysville in Jefferson County. The limits of disturbance (LOD) is
estimated at 150 acres. of which approximately four acres are comprised of former apple orchard trees.

Architectural Resources:

We cannot complete our review with the information submitted. Please forward photographs of any
buildings and/or structures that will be within the projeet area and within the line-of-sight of the proposed
above ground components of this project. We understand that the development of this site in conceplual
it this time and it appears this is an effort to complete compliance to attract developers. There are several
previously recorded properties on our WV SHPO GIS (http:/fmapwy/shpa) that if still standing will need
updated information to determine if they are still eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, 1
there are no solid proposals and you wish to mere forward we recommend for the view shed anticipating
2-3 story buildings. These photographs should be keyed 1o a USGS topographic map. We will provide
additional comments upon receipt of the requested information: however, we reserve the right to request
additional information, including the completion of Historic Praperty Inventory (HP1) forms.

Archaeological Resources:

Our records indicale that portions of the current projeet area underwent a Phase | archacological survey
for FR# 05-977-JF. One archaeological resource, 46JF501, was identified during that survey. Thig
resource was determined not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places,

However, the prior survey wark does not investigate the entire current project area. Aetial photographs
and project mapping denote the presence of buildings, including a early twentieth century farmstead,
within the project area. Also, Civil War skirmishes and troop movements took place in the project area
vicinity, As & resull, we have concerns that there may be unrecorded archaeological deposits present. We.
therefore, request that a Phase | archaeologicsl survey be conducted in the portions of the project area thai
were not previsusly surveyed. The phase 1 survey should include & metal detector survey. We will provide
further comment upon receipt of the resulting Phase | archaeological survey technical iepor.
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EXHIBIT Y - 04/03/2017 WVSHPO LETTER TO ERM, INC., PAGE 2

Apnl 3, 2017
Dr, Hurst

FRH \7-437-JF
Page 2

Cemetery Resuurces:

Our records and project mapping note the presence of a cemetery, 46JF507, immediately adjacent to the
project area. This cemetery dogs not have a determination of eligibly for the National Register of Histaric
Places al this time. Since it resently not in the direct footprint of the project area only the viewshed
would have to be evaluated should fhe cemetery be determined eligible, We will provide further comment
upon receipl of the additional information

Public Comments:

In addition, federal regulations in 36 CFR. B00.2(d) 1), B00.2(d)(2), BOD.3(e), BOO.6(a)4) all stress the
importance of public comment during the Section 106 process, If you have already completed this aspect
of the requirements under Section 106, please provide written documentation of that along with any
comments you have received. If you have nol already done so. please forward a copy of the submitted
information for the project to Jefferson County Historic Landmark Commission, allowing them the
opportunity to comment on this project, Below is their contact jnfi ormation. Please forward any
comments that you receive to this office. If you receive no comments, please indicate that in wriling to
Uhis office. Please contact the below for further information,

Jefterson County Historie Landmark Commission
Post Office Box 23
Charles Town, West Virginia 25414

In addition to our usual comments, your letier requested “recommendations for the potential develapment
on this property.” It is our opinion, beyond the concemns mentioned above, thal we do not have an interest
in making specific recommendations for development this property at this time.

We appreciate the opportunity 1o be of service, if you have questions re garding our comments or the
Section 106 pracess, please conlact. Carolyn Kender, Archaeologisi, or Ertest E. Bievins, Structural
Historian at (304) 558-02:40,

Susan M. Pierce

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

SMP/CME/EER
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EXHIBIT Z - 08/21/201 WVSHPO EMAIL TO JCHLC

Kender, Carolyn M

From: Kender, Carolyn M

Sent: Tuesday. August 21, 2018 3:48 PM

s FA S R

Ce: Blevins, Ernest E

Subject: cemeteries in vicinity of Rockwool Project in Jefferson County
Attachments: 46-JF-507.pdf; 46-)F-584 pdf

Thank you for notifying our office about concerns the Jefferson County HLC has received regarding potential impacts to a
cemetery in the vicinity of the proposed Rockwool/Roxul project located off of Granny Smith Lane in Jefferson County.
As | indicated in our phone conversation this morning, we have two documented cemeteries near the proposed
Rockwool project area. The closest cemetery is the Jefferson Orchard Cemetery (46-JF-507), which is located
immediately adjacent to the western edge of the Rockwool project area. The other cemetery is the St. Paul Baptist
Church Cemetery (46-JF-584) and this resource is well outside the project’s limits of disturbance. It is our understanding
that the Jefferson Orchard Cemetery will not be impacted by the project’s construction activities. As per your request, |
have attached copies of the cemetery forms for these two resources. Once you have looked over the attached
information, please let me know if the Jefferson Orchard Cemetery is the same cemetery that you have received the
concerns about. If it is not the same cemetery, can you provide a location of the cemetery in question?

Thank you,

Carolyn M. Kender

Archaeologist

State Historic Preservation Office

WV Department of Arts, Culture, and History
The Culture Center (Building 9)

1900 Kanawha Blvd, East

Charleston, WV 25305-0300

(304) 558-0240 ext. 719
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EXHIBIT AA - WVDEP APPROVED ROCKWOOL STORMWATER
CONSTRUCTION MAP
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EXHIBIT AA - WVDEP APPROVED ROCKWOOL STORMWATER
CONSTRUCTION MAP CLOSEUP _
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EXHIBIT BB - ROCKWOOL AND JEFFERSON ORCHARDS, INC. EASEMENT
AGREEMENT FOR GRANNY SMITH LANE EMERGENCY ACCESS ROAD (DEED
BOOK 1197 PAGE 680), PAGE 1
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EXHIBIT CC - JCHLC 10/10/18 MEETING MINUTES

Jefferson County Historic Landmarks Commission
October 10, 2018
Jefferson County Commission Meeting Room

Members present: Martin Burke, Chairman, “L.S. Leigh Koonce, Jack Hefestay, Ben Horter,
Tony Troxel.

(Guesis present: him Surkamp,

and three others.

Mr. Burke called meeting to order at 7:04 pm

Public C a
poke with regard 1o his opposition to Rockwool and requested the HLC
weigh n regarding the smoke stacks that will be erecled.

-Jim Surkamp spoke with regard to Rockwool and highlighted the proximity to the
property and the Greenback Raid.

uestioned the membership of the HLC and its publication of meeting
minutes. She also spoke in opposition to Rockwool

poke against the Rockwool project and highlighted the proximity of
her Tanly [a to the project.

-uggcsted the HLC membership. as County Commission appointed agents.
are able to request anyv documents necessary to make an informed decision relating to
their decision-making processes. also raised concemns about the Charles Town
Presbyterian Church Cemetery and 11s relbcation.

Mr. Burke responded to |-nd mdicated the property is within a municipal boundary and,
thus, not under the jurisdiction of the HLC. Mr. Burke spoke with Seth Rivard, Charles Town
City Planner. and Mr. Rivard indicated Charles Town is not laking a position relating to the
cenetery.

Mr. Burke introduced Tony Troxel who was appointed by the County Commission to the
vacancy created by the resignation o

August Minutes: Mr, Horter moved to approve the minutes as presented. Mr. Hefestay
seconded the motion which passed unanimously.
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EXHIBIT DD - 07/24/17 THRASHER LETTER TO WVSHPO

[l=RASIRER

July 24, 2017

Mr. Ernest Blevins, MFA

Structural Historian for Review and Compliance
West Virginia Division of Culture & History
West Virginia State Historic Preservation Office
1900 Kanawha Boulevard East

Charleston, West Virginia 25305
304-558-0240, ext. 726

urnest e levins@wy oy

RE: Section 106 Review Request: Supplemental Information
Proposed Development Parcel - Granny Smith Lane
Route 9, Kearneysville, Jefferson County, WV
TTG Project #101-030-3203
FR# 17-437-JF

Dear Mr. Blevins:

Pursuant of Section 106 Clearance and per correspondence letter dated April 3, 2017, The Thrasher
Group, Inc. (Thrasher) is writing to your office to indicate that Thrasher did not receive comments,
concerns, opinions, or guestions from the Jefferson County Historic Landmark Commission within
the thirty (30) day comment window regarding the Proposed Development Parcel - Granny Smith
Lane Project, FR# 17-437-JF.

Consulting Parties/Publi y
Federal regulations in 36 CFR 800.2(d)(1), B00.2(d)(2), B00.3(e), B00.6(a)(4), all stress the
importance of public comment and involving local government representatives and organization
that have demonstrated interest in historic preservation or the undertaking in the Section 106
review process. Therefore, we forwarded a copy of the submitted information for the above-
mentioned project to the Jefferson County Historic Landmark Commission to request comments or
opinions on this matter on June 5, 2017 (please see Attachment A). The letter requested response
within thirty (30) days of the date of the letter [i.e., ending July 5, 2017). No comments, concerns,
opinions, or questions were received from the Jefferson County Historic Landmark Commission.

If any further documentation or information is required for this project, or if any questions or
concerns should arise, please feel free to contact me at (304)-423-5318 or

Peardner@ihetrashergraup ooy,
Sincerely,

THE THRASI-I ER GROUP, INC.

",! ( _‘ _ j_.[}_l'.i;d.
Lﬁ;;ﬁﬁj E

Environmental Scientist

Enclosures (1):
Attachment A - Correspondence with the Jefferson County Historle Landmark Commission

L e Qaks Bontecgma v 0 Rny (5] = o B3 0 A paa 0 TN 1831 e w wrw thrashersng rom
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EXHIBIT EE - 06/05/17 THRASHER LETTER TO JCHLC, PAGE 1

June 5, 2017

Jefferson County Historic Landmark Commission
Post Office Box 23
Charles Town, West Virginia 25414

RE: WVSHPO Section 106 Review
Proposed Development Parcel — Granny Smith Lane
Route 9, Kearneysville, Jefferson County, WV
FR# 17-437-JF

To whom it may concern:

The Thrasher Group, Inc. (Thrasher) is submitting to your office notification of a proposed site
development project near the intersection of USGS Charles Town, Martinsburg, Middleway, and
Shepherdstown 7.5 minute quadrangles in Jefferson County, West Virginia (WV).

The Proposed Development Parcel — Granny Smith Lane project is located approximately 1.0 miles
southeast of Kearneysville, northeast of Route 9, at approximate coordinates 39.375353°N,
77.877569°W; please see Figure 1: Site Location (USGS) and Figure 2: Site Location (Aerial),
enclosed. The subject property boundary encompasses 145 acres and shows the preliminary extent of
the proposed site development, which would mostly be designated for construction. The development
of this site is conceptual at this time. The subject property boundary is the site of former orchard
operations and the rows of cultivated trees shown in the aerial imagery are no longer present.

The project area and/or its view shed have been previously disturbed by agricultural, commercial,
highway, industrial, and residential development and use. A review of the National Register of
Historic Places (NHRP) indicated the following places as the closest historic listings:

1. Historic Place Name: Farm
Address: Kearneysville. Jefferson County, WV

Geographic Coordinates:
NPS Reference Number:
Date Listed: 12-04-1998

Approximately 0.36 ajcmi hwest from Proposed Project Site
2. Historic Place Name: M
“hcnanduah Junction, Jefferson County, WV
Geographic Coor malcs:r

Address:

NPS Reference Number:
Date Listed: 12-12-1976
Approximately 0.73 air miles east from Proposed Project Site

3. Historic Place Name: ‘arm

Address:
Geographic Coordinates:
NPS Reference Number:
Date Listed: 11-04-1994
Approximately 0.62 air miles east from Proposed Project Site

-nandoah Junction, Jefferson County, WV

LHOS Yhile Qaks Bolevaia » 20 Hox 140 e

107 of 146



EXHIBIT EE - 06/05/17 THRASHER LETTER TO JCHLC, PAGE 2

=RASIRER

Jefferson Co, Historic Landmark Commission
June 5, 2017
Page 2 of 2

Additionally, the Division of Culure and History’s GIS database revealed that a Phase |
archaeological survey for FR#05-977-JF was previously conducted on approximately 40 acres in the
southeast comner of the property when soil was removed during the construction of Route 9. One
archaeological resource, 46JF501, was identified during that survey. This resource was determined
not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

The WV Siate Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) issued a correspondence letter, dated April 3,
2017, requesting a line-of-sight photograph log and keyed mapping of the proposed sboveground
components of this project with the recommendation for the view shed anticipating 2-3 story
buildings. The SHPO also expressed concemns that there may be unrecorded archaeological deposits
present because mapping denotes the presence of buildings, including an early twentieth century
farmstead, within the project area; also, Civil War skirmishes and troop movements took place in the,
vicinity. As a result, SHPO requested that a Phase I archasological survey be conducted in the!
portions of the project area that have not previously been surveyed. Additionally, the SHPO!
recommended a copy of the submitted information for the project be provided to the Jefferson County
Historic Landmark Commission, allowing the opportunity to comment on this project. Field work,
including: view shed analysis, cemetery resource review, archacological pedestrian survey, shovel
testing and/or deep testing, and metal detector survey, commenced on May 15, 2017. Upon
completion of the field work and any additional research that is conducted, a report of the
investigation findings will be produced for submittal to the WVSHPO for review.

Federal regulations in 36 CFR 800.2(d)(1), 800.2(d)(2), 800.3(¢), 800.6(s)d), all stress the
importance of public comment and involving local government representatives and organization that
have demonstrated interest in historic preservation or the underiaking in the Section 106 review
process. Therefore, we are forwarding a copy of the submitted information for the above-mentioned
project to the Jefferson County Historic Landmark Commission io request your comments or
opinions on this matter. Please respond with any comments, concerns, opinions or gquestions
regarding the Proposed Development Parcel - Granny Smith Lane project within thirty (30) days of
the date of thig letter (o the contact information below:

The Thrasher Group, Inc.

Mrs. Paige Gardner, Environmental Scientist
600 White Oaks Boulevard

Bridgeport, WV 26330

(304) 423-5318

ppardneng Wirashereng. cous

Sincerely,
THE THRASHER GROUP, INC.

LY
@_ T %—‘{a,tdnm_
PA]GEGm

Environmental Scientist

i
Figure I: Site Location Map (USGS)
FigureZ: Site Location Map (derial)
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EXHIBIT FF - JCHLC 07/12/2017 MEETING MINUTES, PAGE 1

TISTORIC TANDMARKS
MRS 0

Minutes
Jefferson County Historic Landmarks Commission
7pm — County Commission Meeting Room
200 E Washington Str., Charles Town, WV
July 12,2017

: (Chair). Leigh Koonce. Sara Lambert (Secretary) Guesls:_

M. Burke called the meeting into order at 7:00 pm.

Public Comment: None.

Meeting Minutes: Minutes of the May meeting were submitted by Sara Lambert and -

Acceptance was moved by L. Koonce. seconded by M. Burke. and passed

Treasurer’s Report: M. Burke presented the treasurer’s report including the balance and that they will be carrying
$10.000 into the next fiscal year. M. Burke also stated that the Landmarks Commussion will be receiving WV Fairs and
Festival grant for $4,752 for events at Peter Burr Farm. M. Burke stated the income and the expenses.

Aceeptance was moved by L. Koonce. seconded by S. Lambert. and passed.

FY-18 Budget: M. Burke presented the FY-18 budget and there was discussion on various line tems. M. Burke
suggested to the commission that they should join the National Association for Preservation Commission. The
Landmarks Commission has recerved two grants. One was {from the EWV Community Foundation for the Coyle
Cemetery and the other was a WV Humanities grant for the printing of two brochures. “The Battle of Shepherdstown™ and
“The Shepherdstown Cement Mill™. The Commission 1s still waiting to hear about for a grant from the CVB for the John
Brown Driving Tour brochure printing.

Duffields Depot: The commission discussed what could be a possible outcome for the ownership if Duffield’s Depot Inc.
ceases to exist. The Commission discussed possible outcomes and decided that more research needed to be done before
deeisions were made.

Peter Burr Farm Event application for 2018: An application was submitted to JC Parks and Rec to hold the Blue
Ridge Arts and Crafis Festival on May 8%, 2018 from 10am to 6pm at the Peter Burr Farm, L. Koonee moved to deny
application but there was no second. After discussing the application further. the commission decided that it would be best
for more questions to be answered before approving or denying the application.

Our History Our Community endowment fund: M. Burke reported pledges of $20K. He is preparing a request letter
and working with local Chamber of Commerce groups to reach out.

WV GeoExplorer Project: _muld be working on technical support for the Kickstarter Project.
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EXHIBIT FF - JCHLC 07/12/2017 MEETING MINUTES, PAGE 2

ANNOUNCEMENTS AND COMMISSIONER REPORTS:

A. Status of NR nomination —_ummtly revising draft paperwork with SHPO.,
B. Historic Preservation Zoning Ordinance: M. Burke reviewed at PC public workshop Tues July 11. Draft

Zoning Ordinance is currently in a 2-week comment period.
C. JC Courthouse Committee: L. Koonce stated committee is waiting for a new judge to be appointed before the
next meeting would take place.
Concept Plan Reviews: M. Burke working with WV Highway Dept. on the Rte. 340 extension proposal.
Status of NR nomination — 7/e Rocks:-ul of town so will update a future meeting.
emetery grant application: Grant received. Stone mason hired. Walls to be relayed in September
Status of grant application to WV Humanities Council: Grant received.
H. ABPP Grant for PHF, LLC Tracts: Pass-through grant approved. Land Trust for the Eastern Panhandle to hold
ifrcpafcd 106 Compliance Report.

-~

Q=R EC

casement onc ouse is torn down.
Title recorded-on June 29. 2017.

S. Lambert made a motion to adjourn. which was seconded by L. Koonce. The motion passed and the meeting was

adjourned at 8:39%m.
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EXHIBIT GG - JCHLC 12/13/2017 MEETING MINUTES, PAGE 3

VL

Two mmM sent a package l_ who is still reviewing the
material. on is going to remind his father that this is an active project he

would like to advance.

e. Status of Roxul - Section 106 review- Horter

Roxul is building a rock wool insulation factory in the Bardane area. Horter attended
a breakfast meeting at Hollywood Casino. They are already moving dirt. Their 106
was approved. This is part of the National Preservation Act - any federal undertaking
must comply and take into account potential damage to historic resources. Burke is
going to call the nearby fruit research station to make sure they're aware of the
pollution that will be caused by the new insulation plant.

f. Status of Rte. 340 — MOU with WVDOH — Horter

The MOU was already approved. Because of 106 compliance for the extension of
Route 340, the JCHLC will be given funds to pay for National Register research for
the affected farms. Submission of the nominations will be based on the research and
whether the JCHLC can secure the owners’ approval.

g. Status of preservation easement fo-ann — Horter

Horter has been going through the information. Burke would insist that any utilities
are buried.

h. Status of interpretative projects — Kelly

The courthouse brochure has been printed Kelly is working on an interpretive panel
for the -emeter_\' by

i. Status of NR nomination — The Rocks — Kelly
Kelly is continuing to work on this between projects.
J-  Research on nominating the JC Courthouse as a NHL — Kelly

The NPS says there are no restrictions for NHL owners unless federal funds are
being used, Burke will ask the county commission for permission to have the
courthouse nominated. Kelly will write a briefing statement explaining the
significance of the courthouse and its historic integrity. which will be sent to the
NPS for review. NPS will send a representative to determine whether the building is
eligible, then a nomination will need to be written. A large amount of research has

already been done with _listoric structures

report.

JANUARY 2018 JCHLC MEEING - CANCELED
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EXHIBIT HH - MOUNTAINEER GAS MAP SHOWING A.M.E. CHURCH PROPERTY




EXHIBIT II - MOUNTAINEER GAS MAP SHOWING A.M.E. CHURCH PROPERTY
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PROPERTY ACCORDING TO

JEFFERSON COUNTY TAX MAPS
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EXHIBIT KK - MOUNTAINEER GAS AND

EASEMENT

AGREEMENT FOR AM.E. CHURCH PROPERTY, PAGE 1

6/7/12019

Image

IDX Image Jefferson

Previous  FIrst  Previous Last

MNext

Negate  Left Fllp Right Width FiE Zoom Zoom Login
Document Page Page Document reen In Out
Nanqatmq - o 4 _Imigg -l View f'n[j
DEED BOOK I I 1221 SuMmx | 278 | Suril
- T 3340
Jefiersoe Gty
RIGHT OF WAY & EASEMENT Poges fecondd 7
Raodire Dot §
Projuct Tract N Irancier Tax 4
' Ty L) foe 8
This Right-of-Way and Easement is entered into this a day MM 2018,
by ith en address
of meysville, West Virgnia 25430, hercinafter, whether

Relurn To: Lo Shaffer

documenis. jeffersoncountywv.org/image.aspx?control=844457

singular or plural, called the “Grantor,” and Mountaineer Gas Company, 8 West Virginia
company, with its principal place of business located in Chareston, Kanawha County,
Waest Virginia, hereinafter called ‘Mountaineer”

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS, the Geantor is the owner of that cerlain properly situated in Middiewsy
District, Jefferson County, State of West Virginia, and identified sz Tax Parcel
Identification number 19-07-0004-0004-0000 and 18-07-0004-0001-0001, assessed as 1
LT Hartstown and 3 2/3 acres, more or less and as vested in the Grantor by that First and
Final Settiement of (MMM <~ d<< on October 12, 2000, Back 135, Pags 218,
Final Settiement January 13, 2015, Book 153, Page 619, Final
Settlement o on_ 13-f6-30:8 Bock 39 Page
1) recorded May 26, 1948, Dead Book 172, at Page 467 and recorded June 21, 1963,
Deed Book 260, Page 457 of record in the Dfice of the Clerk of the County Commission
of said County (the *Property”); and

WHEREAS, in order fo previde #3 services to and for West Virginia customers,
Mountaineer has raquested from Grantor this Right-of-Way and Easement for the
purposes set forth hersin, on and through the Property as sef forth herein

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the sum of Ten Dollars ($10,00) for a right of way
and essament, and other good and valugble consideration, the receipl and sufficiency of
which is hereby acknowledged, Grantor and Mountaineer hereby agree as follows
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EXHIBIT KK - MOUNTAINEER GAS AND [ FASEMENT
AGREEMENT FOR A.M.E. CHURCH PROPERTY, PAGE 2
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EXHIBIT KK -MOUNTAINEER GAS AND | ©ASEMENT
AGREEMENT FOR A.M.E. CHURCH PROPERTY, PAGE 3
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EXHIBIT KK - MOUNTAINEER GAS AND

EASEMENT

AGREEMENT FOR A.M.E. CHURCH PROPERTY, PAGE 4

6/7/2019

Image

|DX Image Jefferson

4007
Previous  First  Previous L‘—~ Next Lest Next Negate  Left Flip  Right  Width Fit Zoom Zoom  Login
Document Page Page Document Screen In Out
Navigation Image View Frint
DEED BOOK 1] wall s 278 ||

documents.jeffersoncountywv.org/lmage.aspx?contro|=844457

WITNESS the following signatura(s) and, if applicable, seai(s)'

SIGNATURE OF GRANTOR

STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA
COUNTY OF_ Jekler 01 1o wit:

l, ﬁ! \ ‘(ﬁef\ blic in and for said County
and State, do certify that whose name is signed to the
writing hereto annexed, bearing date on the day of Deguj L_é 1.

2018, has this day acknowledged the same before me in my presence

Given under my hand msEKM day of BEM/”L/*M 2018

My commission expires _n_ »QUQOR 3 "
Notary Public F

FICIAL BES

GERGILEEAL
STATE OF REST VIHGIVA
K Qiden
TR ST g
Charas Town, WV 15404
Commiwsen Expves ey 20,
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EXHIBIT KK - MOUNTAINEER GAS AND [ EASEMENT
AGREEMENT FOR A.M.E. CHURCH PROPERTY, PAGE 5

6/7/2019 |DX Image Jefferson

Image

Sof 7
Previous  First  Previous L‘— Next Lest Next Negate Left Flip Right  Widtt Fit Zoom Zoom  Login
Document Page Page Document Screen In Out
Navigation Image View Print
DEED BOOK [ ] 1221 ][ suffis 278 ||

SIGNATURE OF GRANTOR
/
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA
COUNTY OF Sarcaiay  to wit
|, Ketherne L Walson 2 Notary Public in and for said County
and State, do cerfify that| whose name is signed to the

writing hereto annexed, bearing date onthe ___27] dayof _Thelember
2018, has this day acknowledged the same before me in my presence.

Given under my hand this_ 27 _deyof _DNelom\ier 2018

My ion expires, aoat 1l 2020

Vool A e e WaKEmA
Notary Public

documents.jeffersoncountywv.org/lmage.aspx?control=844457
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EXHIBIT KK - MOUNTAINEER GAS AND

EASEMENT

AGREEMENT FOR A.M.E. CHURCH PROPERTY, PAGE 6

6/7/2019

Image

|DX Image Jefferson

6of 7
Previous  First  Previous Next Lest Next Negate Left Flip Right Width Fit Zoom Zoom  Login
Document Page Page Document Screen In Out
Navigation Image view Print
PEEBOOK [ 1221 suffn] 278 || ¥
SIGNATURE OF GRANTOR

documents.jeffersoncountywv.org/lmage.aspx?control=844457

STATE OF (%
COUNTY OFOL‘ AP o wit

1, _SL)SO. Notary Public in and for said County
and State, do certify thal whose name is signed to the
writing hereto annexed, baanng date on the = 'L day of N

2018, has this day acknowledged the same before me in my presence.

Given under my hand this_0.) day ot (G~ . 2018,
499

My o expires
o € sm manweslth o Panmeytvens - Notey Ser|
Susen Lauro, Notary Publle
Deleware County
My Comwvnsion Eapires Aok 13,2018

Commiasion Number 1124197
This document prepared by:
Mountaineer Gas Company

Submitted for recordation in the offica of the Clerk of the Commission of Jefferson
County, West Virginia by,
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EXHIBIT KK - MOUNTAINEER GAS AND N EASEMENT
AGREEMENT FOR A.M.E. CHURCH PROPERTY, PAGE 7

6/7/2019 |DX Image Jefferson

image
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121 of 146

il



EXHIBIT LL - MOUNTAINEER GAS’ MAPS SHOWING INCORRECT BOUNDARIES
AND SIZE FOR THE CEMETERY (CLOSE UP)

EXISTING CEMETARY
(STAY OFF)
/

\n, 5,;
y‘r ™ K
( \; w 4 4 r
COMPOST FILTER o
w0

TACK (TYP.) \ |
FAIL DS20 st
1

I sock (TYP.) / .
l SEE DETAIL DSOS =

|
ROCKWOOL PROPERTY ]
119-08-12-0001-0000-0000 \ “ .
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EXHIBIT MM - WV DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DIVISION OF
HIGHWAYS, GUIDANCE MEMO ON OIL AND GAS PIPELINE CROSSINGS
OCT. 1, 2018

WEST VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Division of Highways
1900 Kanawha Boulevard East + Bullding Five « Room 110
Charleston, West Virginia 253050430 + (304) 555-3505 Thomas J. Smith, P, .
Secretury of Transportation/
Commissioner of Highways
October 1,2018

MEMORANDUM

ALL DISTRICT ENGINEERS/MANAGERS

THOMAS J. SMITH, P. E. 4
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION/ ~—
COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS

SUBJECT: QIL AND GAS PIPELINE CROSSING REQUIREMENTS

This memo will provide additional guidance for preparation of permit requesis to
construct facilities for pipelines that carry natural gas, petroleum products or other similar
materials produced and carried through pipelines, along with the requirements found in the
latest edition of the ACCOMMODATION OF UTILITIES ON HIGHWAY RIGHT OF WAY
AND ADJUSTMENT AND RELOCATION OF UTILITY FACILITIES ON HIGHWAY
PROJECTS MANUAL. In any instance where discrepancies exist between this guidance and
the manual, these guidelines shall prevail.

A.  CONTROLLED/LIMITED ACCESS (CA) HIGHWAYS
I. GENERAL

CA highways include infersiates, APD, (Appalachian Develapment Highway
System routes) and any other sections of highway that use fence lines as u means
to mark Division of Highways (DOH) Right of Way and te control or limit sceess.
Longitudinal pipeline installations are not permitted within the DOH Right of
Way. Coring requests, access ta work areas from the travel lane or shoulder,
parking, equipment loading or unlnading, or material loading and unloading will
not be permitted from any travel lane or shoulder of the rosdway. No interference
with the traveling public shall be permitted. If an unexpected circumstance
ereates the need for traffic contral, then the proper ease from the Iatest edition of

EED/AFFRUANTIVE ALTION EMPLOVER
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EXHIBIT MM - WV DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DIVISION OF
HIGHWAYS, GUIDANCE MEMO ON OIL AND GAS PIPELINE CROSSINGS
OCT. 1, 2018
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EXHIBIT NN - LONGITUDINAL INSTALLATION OF MOUNTAINEER GAS
PIPELINE IN THE DOH ROW ALONG COAST GUARD DRIVE
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EXHIBIT NN - LONGITUDINAL INSTALLATION OF MOUNTAINEER GAS
PIPELINE IN THE DOH ROW ALONG COAST GUARD DRIVE
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EXHIBIT OO - LONGITUDINAL INSTALLATION OF MOUNTAINEER GAS
PIPELINE IN THE DOH ROW ALONG GOOD FOLKS ROAD
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EXHIBIT PP - PUBLIC NOTICE NO. SM-4-2019
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EXHIBIT QQ - PUBLIC NOTICE AS IT APPEARED IN THE MARTINSBURG

JOURNAL LEGAL ADS, JAN. 25, 2019

| State of Viest Virginia
Environmental

Protection Division of
w:'uur& Waste

PUBLIC NOTICE and
PUBLIC HEARING
WEST WRG}NIAF

CHARLESTO!
WEST VIRGINIA
25304-2345
TELEPHONE:
{304) 926-0440,
APPLICATION FOR
COVERAGE UNDER
THE GENERAL
WEST VIRGINIA WATER
POLLUTION CONTROL.

i, | PERMIT NO. WV0118815

| Public Notice No.:
| SM-4-2019
i

ﬁfp ary 25, 2019,
cm:‘ﬁr%ﬁas been |
soheduled from 6 1u B
p.0, Ot Thu

Gey
Pallution Control Permit
No. WV0116815 for this:
facility or activity:

| App. No- WyRa1 1281

Applicant:
MOUN‘FRWGE.EH.GAS

COMP;
AR
25301

Location: Near
KEARNEYSVILLE,
BERKELEY COUNTY
Latitude:

39 23°40.1172"
Lon, )

77" 53 59.6034"

Renolvlng ngz:w

N
cmekamumae River |
»
]

m
Aight-of- w-yfﬂom

Bu-lnuewmi
Route & Eam-alnn
Implementation:
i NIA

| OM‘;?: haslsolravnlzval
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Flbrian 21, 201

‘Ranson Clvic Cente
431'W, 2nd Ava.
Ranson, WV 25438

The pu; of the
i mm

mmfu
dral't mll!lh!l will
mwsr a
du in,
l:un-imclkm activitles.

accepted at tha hearing.
AW the public hearing,
mrnmanlperlodwll
oumfnus until 8 p.m, on
Friday, February 25, 2019.

A of the draft permit
mmnhwned M‘w\lmu
Sharon Muw";is'k DMwis.up of
nf (304) 933-0499 ext.
%{l e
is rewswsd within
will be,

Cnml o
m .im‘w 1o acting
ntr;\otrha pamit applcahan_

of aconcise |
statemont of the nature of |

the issues raised, The

Director !hN!hGldBpuhlic i
hearing whenever a find- |

ing Is matis, on the basis
of requests, Ihat thera ls a

e under |

permil aj Nualmnand this
facityc &80

I Gens mit.
Interested pemans may
contact the Publi

Information Office

ootain orther armaon. |

The application may be
spacted, int-

| Coples of tha application.
and the General Parmit
Fact Sheel may ba

obtained from the Division

at-a nominal cost. Indivi-
duals requiring Ts\soom-
ication Davice (TDI

m y oontact our.
by calling (304) 9 0493
lis must
8:30 a.m. to 3 30
Manday through Fnday
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EXHIBIT RR -WVDEP ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION SYSTEM APPLICATION
UPLOAD LOGS FOR THE MOUNTAINEER PERMIT*

G} @ hitps:/iapps.depwv.goviwebapp/ depjsecureares/Application/Templales/Objects/oby Istefm?ModuleSeq=0&SecType=Index&application id=574619 w @G =
» Applica
dep
pp o Oose
— B

Sectons 9 - 11: Description of Projoct. Essimates, and Cublc Yards Project Reduction Narratve [Route-9-Change narrative.pdl 132972019 1007 AM
Sectons § - 11: Description of Projct, EsSmates, and Cubic Yards LOD, Centarine, and Station CADD fie [Route § Extension Project-AGS 84 2ip J202019 1004 AM
Sectons 9 - 11 Deseription of Projoct, Estmates, and Cubie Yanss LOD, Centareno. ind Station File [Routs 9 Extensson Progct 29 Y26/2019 1003 AM
Information: Supplementsl nformation (Chesapealn_Adcundum [Chesapeake_ Adderdum.odf J212019 0445 PM
Sectons 15+ 17. St Maps and Storm Water Management 'SWP 180879_SWPPP.odl 12/1572019 0430 PM 1
[S6CIONA 15~ 17: 550 MaFs and SIOm waler Nanagement X & [Appondix_t1_20180215_12061412600_35_50i_Repon par 1212019 0428 PM 1
Soctons 15- 17, She Maps and Storm Water Monagoment (Ercson/Sediment 18069 Rouw 9 Exorsson NPCES Plon Setpo! J2152079 0405 PM 1
[Goc10nn 16~ 17: Sao Maps 0nd Som Water Manogemnent Manogomaent [MGO £C8 DETAILS pal T2V 62010 D404 PM 1
Sectons 15- 17: Ste Mays and Storm Water Managemant 180-619-GPP-Append Dodt J2N219 0403 PM 1
Gartone 17. 14- Raiathn Tima | ne_Sedimont Sontmris. and Saoimes [MAS S NETAN S it 121LRING ANt P 1
[Sactons 12- 14: Reativa Time Lina, Sedimant Controis, and Socueics Attactenent 13 pal 1211572018 0401 PM 1
Soctons 5 8. Stotformation R i e [Aopendix A 180613 0001 FIGT USGS SITEoaf 1211672018 0356 PM 1
Sectons 12- 14, FReiglve Time Line, Sediment Controfs, end Sequece Sinthole repaie pn |Sinkhole Repair Procedure.pdl 1772019 1053 AM 0
Sectons 12 - 14” Rewtive Time Line, Seiment Controls, and Sequisce SHEET 130F 33 180-619-Route § SHEET 13_20190117.pit JN17/2079 10:49 AM 0
[Sectons 12- 14: Rafative Time Line, Sediment Conras, and Sequaica 5 [Section 2.1-7.2.pd1 TN1772019 1094 AM [)
Sectons 12« 14: Retative Tima Line, Sesment Controls, and Sequecs ISWPPP Section 44 secton 4 4 paf )1/17/2016 1034 AM 0
Sectons 12+ 14 Falive Tins Line, Se0ment GONKos, and Seauerce 3 [Socton 41 pat N 2039 1035 AM 0
Sectons 12- 14: Reletive Time Line. Sedmont Contrais, and Seguerce SWPPP Section 22 [Section 2.1-2.2,pd¢ NIT/2019 1032 AM 0

Etasment For Biling [2010at1518: 084878 pat 31/15/2010 DAST PM [ 2

\Appandix F [18060_rous & axt | _Exhiba.paf 12/07/2018 0533 PM 0 |Ruzoes0

E [Mouriaineer Gas RiExt Suvey pe 12/07/2018 0525 PM 0 |Rick50

[Sectons 12+ 14" Risative Tiona Line, Attacemaent 14 pdt 1200772038 0300 PM 0 RuoES0
Cortiication Signaure Page G Sgnature Pige [OEP_Cert_sgn.pe! 12107/2078 0200 PM 0 |RizoESO
[Secton 18: Public Notice Sign Puliic Notice Sign 18089 - Public_Nolice Sign-Figure No.1 pdt 12/0772018 1105 AM 0 RizoES0

3 RizoE50 is an employee of Civil & Environmental Consultants, Inc., the consulting firm used by
Mountaineer Gas Company to prepare the Oil & Gas Construction Stormwater Permit Application. He is

Mountaineer’s designated user of the ESS system for this permitting action.
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UNDER THE GENERAL PERMIT, MARCH 29, 2019

‘wesl Vrgink GepoT e O evborrmantal prkchion N

Drvsimon of Wasier an) ¥aser Mamagonins Autin Capense. Caberet Scureary
641 571k Svs S8 Gpargov
Cuarbesion West Virgoma 240642045

Phooe: HA-0M5

Foc  JeMEOnn

VIOUNTAINEER GAS COMPANY
feed Robinson
124 SUMMERS ST
Crasfeston, Wv2s3ar
Re: Genernd Pemst Registration M
WVR311328. Berkeley Co.
Roste § Exonion (10/312018)
Acres Permitted to be Disturbed (25 38)

Dear Permmee:

You are now authorized (o operase undes Genersl Permait No, WVDI 16815 10 discharge somnwater
ssociated with (il and Gas relwed activities, Thi foem should be kept with
your copy of ibe Gereral Permit. You should carelully read lhc contents of the permal and become
fomatiar withall needed (o remain !

Although you should be aware of all the femms and coaditions of this permit, we wish 1o advise
you of the following importis requirements:

1. m acoondance with Sectinn GA of the General Permit, you bisve developed a complete
siom walzr polhtion prevention plaa. This plaa is 1o be retained on site and be svalsble for
review by the Directoc or the Diector’s mitbarized representatve as of the date of your
coverage by the General Permic, whtich is he date of this lerer.

lfkmm\ndmapnwedhyanutyfwhth
ly perform the functions for which
Mymdmpodlnm the efly

ﬁ:mmmmudyﬁmmo&mbdnnnymnmé
n!dnwmnynpuywmvnmhw the approved meanires. The
ay

p imenadiste sieps ) found 1o exist
wmmmmmhuswnnmmhmn
Mlmmm-dtcm-i;mm&d-p with
Industraliconstruction Mummﬂlmmmmmwu
SWPPP and install kppropriate sadiment andlor control devices i Mcordanee with Scction
GiA.c. of this pesmit and the epplicalion instructioes
Progmoling a haalthy snvronment

"

wegb.org

EXHIBIT SS - WVDEP LETTER GRANTING MOUNTAINEER REGISTRATION

4. The current General mmmnlmumrﬁn«mﬁmn
‘ctivity authorized by this pernir after tye expisation dase of the permit, provisices for coveruge
ﬂuﬁmnmmmhmeMUhMlu

5, Final stsbilization means disturbed areas shall be covered by the appropriate
wmmmrmnhlluiuqu.Hld: -i):wmys
(riprap, concrete, grass of pipe);  hesithy,
m-nmmofummmmmmum
which directs site rusoff to 2 patursl walercourse: and any other approved structure or

isuance of this &

y injury property or invasion of other
mmwmynﬁwefﬂuimwlualhwmh

The validity of this Geners! Permit Registation is contit upes paymest licable
sl permit fee, as required by Chapter 22, Article 11, S:‘w nodmwdw%m

Iesuance of this registration does not suthorize mny injury to persons or property of invasion of other
‘peivane rights, or enry infrimgement of federal, state or local faw or ndes.

four efforts towand preventing the degradation of cur natural resources are greatly apprecisted.
If you have amy questions, please conect Rick Adams at (304) 926-0459 Ext. 1354 or by email
ot ek dadamsdwv ey,

Harold D, Ward

Acting Director

WV DEP-Divisioa of Water & Waste Mgt
€01 5Tth St SE
Charleston, WV 25304-2345
Fhooe: (304) 926-0495

Fi: (304) 926-0462
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EXHIBIT TT - CONSTRUCTION FENCE INSTALLATION
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EXHIBIT UU - TREE REMOVED FROM THE CEMETERY
[ g r y " . (‘_"' wmw‘- ¥ " —

Y/
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EXHIBIT VV - ACCESS TO CEMETERY BLOCKED BY MOUNTAINEER GAS

s

PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION
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EXHIBIT VV - ACCESS TO CEMETERY BLOCKED BY MOUNTAINEER GAS
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION
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EXHIBIT VV - ACCESS TO CEMETERY BLOCKED BY MOUNTAINEER GAS
PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION
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EXHIBIT WW - MOUNTAINEER GAS SITE MAP LEGEND

e gr —"  SILT FENCE
——a=  ——  EXISTING FLOW PATH
@ EXISTING WATER METER
=) EXSTING MANHOLE
EXISTING UTILITY FOLE

= TRIPLE COMPOST FLTER
- SOCK STACK

—— - WATERBAR
=1 TRENCH PLUG
@ ROCK QUTCROS

NOTE:
1. WATER AND SEWER INFORMATION WAS
SROVIDED BY JEFFERSON AND BEI

2. RIGHT-OF-WAY INFORMATION PROVIDED
BY WEST VIRGINGA DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS
DISTRICT §

TCUTTING OF TREES 4* DIAVETER OR
GREATER AT BREAST HEIGHT MUST BE
APPROVED BY WVDOH

4, SHENTEL REPRESENTATIVE TO BE ON SITE
WHEN CROSSING OR PARALLELING FIBER
OFTIC LINES

 — ROUTE 9 ' '
“—————  EXTENSION PROJECT
BERKELEY AND JEFFERSON COUNTIES, WV

PROJECT NO'| 180-618
DATE.| Jan-2019 MOUNTAINEER GAS COMPANY
SRATET :x;: - OVERALL SITE PLAN
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EXHIBIT XX - CONSTRUCTION METHOD FOR EDGE OF ROAD (LONGITUDINAL)
PIPELINE INSTALLATIONS
[THIS FIGURE WAS PULLED FROM THE 1/18/2019 WVDEP APPLICATION ON
2/14/2019 AND THE SECOND FIGURE SUBSTITUTED, REMOVING ANY HINT OF
CARS OR TELEPHONE POLES...]

& (D @ https:/fapps.depwy.govistatic/Fileservjepermitting/temp/1018571_0_180615route 9 extins w & 0 oS & =

+ 3 Iew (iof2) = 4+ Automatic Zoom =

Typical Edge of Read Distribution Line Installation

Lane(s) to remain open to tratiic
= foliow WVDOH appraved
traffic control plan

B" compost sock
where needed -
Avoild or protect Datarminod by road
(e.g9., mat) other
utilities as

arade

Temporary “day-storage” spoil -
Replaced and eleaned-up by end
Of work day

| Primary area of
=5 Any surlace

WV DOH Right of Way
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EXHIBIT XX - CONSTRUCTION METHOD FOR EDGE OF ROAD (LONGITUDINAL)
PIPELINE INSTALLATIONS
[THIS FIGURE WAS PULLED FROM THE 1/18/2019 WVDEP APPLICATION ON
2/14/2019 AND THE SECOND FIGURE SUBSTITUTED, REMOVING ANY HINT OF
CARS OR TELEPHONE POLES...]

RO -
it
| womewsc |
| | |
L |
£ PLAN VIEW &
L] W
i3 il
7
iR
2 halids
{ |
2
X
el
| womcseacy | S FTRMANENT (ASEMIN | e
| i ' A CommLCTIN SO d
oL CROSS SECTION
ot 1 aisi il agell @ i of S0 bee I The curg of any pe wa Bank 2ed 4 AER-atLTIC, (R
wetland arés
2, Establih approsimate 311 lopes o all sides of stodgriles
3. The temporary Meckpile thoukd be seeded, mulched for unrage
warned T days

4 LT Eapovtions ARCEnT 10 kit fsires, 10 dhould Be plaged om e i graduent side of excination s tht f sny
plaem, it Wl e Back st the Evcavation and net owards the feature

DETAIL - TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION L mhEn® Gt ety
RIGHT OF WAY AND WORKSPACE e
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EXHIBIT YY - MOUNTAINEER GAS PIPELINE BEING INSTALLED® IN DOH
RIGHT OF WAY (ROAD EDGE—-LONGITUDINAL METHOD)
ALONG COAST GUARD DRIVE
MAY 14, 2019

Quality  Auto 480p )
More Video Settings
Report Video Issue )

a2 §F 3 o)

% Courtesy of Eastern Panhandle Protectors: full video:
https://www.facebook.com/easternpanhandleprotectors/videos/433060534174174/?epa=SEARCH BOX
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EXHIBIT ZZ - MOUNTAINEER BLOCKING ACCESS TO ROUTE 9 BIKE PATH*
MAY 20, 2019

% Notice the lack of a WVDEP-required Construction Stormwater Permit Public Notice Sign.
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EXHIBIT AAA - MOUNTAINEER TRENCHING EQUIPMENT AND PIPE LAYDOWN
MAY 20, 2019

NOTE: THE EQUIPMENT IS NOT ONLY ON THE BIKE PATH, BUT AT THIS
POINT THE BIKE PATH ITSELF CROSSES INTO THE ROW OF THE LIMITED ACCESS
HIGHWAY (ROUTE 9)

:

i
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EXHIBIT BBB - JCHLC 06/18/2019 MEETING MINUTES, PAGE 2

motion which passed unanimously. A vote relating to the final budget will occur at the August
meeting, once the Commission knows about the Fairs & Festivals grant and FY-19 carryover.

Resolution for Deed of Conservation Easement: The easement is known as lhc_
Irs. Creamer moved to authorize Mr. Burke to sign the easement. Mr. Koonce
seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.

Court House Committee: Mr. Koonce reported the committee hadn’t met recently. He did ask
that the JCHLC request the County Commission appoint someone from the JCHLC or historic
preservation community to the newly forming Facilities Committee which is charged with
deciding how to rework the first of block of Washington Street.

AmeriCorps Report: _lpdatcd the JCHLC about the social media accounts the
Commission maintains. She noted Instagram is doing well and Facebook has remained stable.
She has also been working on Middleway design standards and noted someone will need to be at
the JCHLC table at Middleway Day. Mrs. Creamer and Mr. Koonce indicated they will both be
there all day for other efforts and can help out when needed.

Status of National Rei'ster Nominations: -\vas absent but sent a report. The

nomination for arm is awaiting review by the state. The nomination for
is halfway complete.

Status of Zoning and Section 106 Reviews: Mr. Burke reported the site plan for Rocky Ridge
development will be voted on at the July Planning Commission meeting. Rocky Ridge house is
right next to the proposed development. The house is eligible for the National Register but isn’t
vet on the County register. Mr. Burke believes increased vegetation will shield the house from
the development site. Mr. Horter is preparing a letter to the Planning Commission and developer
to that effect. No report on Rt. 340,

Status of Duffields Depot: No changes at present. The JCHLC is waiting on additional funding
to continue work. Four windows were donated. The current plan is to brick up one of the
entrances, thus returning the building to its 1839 appearance.

Commissioner Comments: Mr. Koonce raised concern about the African American gravevard
in Kearneysville that is adjacent to both Rockwool and pipeline construction. Mr. Burke
confirmed there is nothing the JCHLC can do, but suggested e contacted for
assistance in gravestone preservation. Mr. Koonce also reported -rOIn the
Preservation Alliance of West Virginia will be giving a presentation in August in Shepherdstown
about historic movie houses in WV,

Mrs. Creamer moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:14 pm. Mr. Koonce seconded the motion
which passed unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,

'S/

H.S. Leigh Koonce, Secretary

Jefferson County Historic Landmarks Commission
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EXHIBIT CCC - JCHLC 08/08/18 MEETING MINUTES, PAGE 3

Preservation to fund a topographical survey at Duffields. Horter noted that there are some
new railroad grants because of the anniversary of the golden spike and the transcontinental
railroad, but he was not certain B&O depots would be eligible. Kelly is also working on
mov'm-“i\'il War driving tours to a smaller, less expensive format. She is
also working on new brochures for the Beeline March and the Morgan’s Grove Historic
District.

F. Status of NR nomination — The Rocks — Kelly
Kelly is still working on the nomination and will stay in touch with Jeff Smith at the
WVSHPO from Texas.

G. Status of JC Courthouse becoming a NHL — Kelly
Kelly has not heard from Kathryn Smith at the NHL office since the beginning of July. She
said to expect a response in 4-6 weeks and that she is hoping to give the commission some
good direction as it pursues the nomination. Kelly expects to hear from her soon.

H. Status ol-ouse demolition — Burke
This project is now in the contractor’s hands. The contractor says he can get his equipment up
the drive, but River Road keeps flooding.

I Report on BZA appeal — Burke
The JCHLC voted to appeal the zoning administrator’s decision that section 4.4C of the
zoning ordinance was ambiguous and did not apply to the planned development at
Farm. The BZA meeting was Thursday, June 28. Jarred Adams was hired to be the JCHLC's
attorney. Most of the attorneys Burke interviewed had a conflict of interest and were
associated with either the developer or the lender. Adams filed the motion. The zoning
administrator’s statement could have been read to apply to all National Register structures,
but during the meeting she said that this decision did not apply to all National Register sites.
The JCHLC lost the appeal and at this point cannot go to the circuit court.

J. Status of rboretum & Garden Plan — Burke
Burke met with Amanda Harmon. who is still working at -‘nrm. and is meeting
with landscape architect next week. They will not be presenting to the project
to the landmarks commission until September or October.

K. Selection of new part-time AmeriCorps member — Burke
vill be taking over as the AmeriCorps member with the JCHLC. She will
be part-time and shared with Main Street Martinsburg.

L. Rockwool

F a National Register property. shares a boundary with Jefferson Orchards, but that
it will not share a boundary with the Rockwool plant. Burke wants to know if JCHLC would
like to issue a resolution/letter stating its opposition to the construction of the factory. because
of the visual and sound impacts on nearby historic resources. esponding to a
question from Hefestay, explained that the county commission voted on a pilot agreement for
Rockwool to lure them to Jefferson County. Once Rockwool chose Ranson instead of the
county property, the county commission took no further part.

Koonce moved that a resolution be approved and signed at the next meeting. Horter seconded
and passed.
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EXHIBIT DDD - JCHLC 10/10/18 MEETING MINUTES, PAGE 1

NDMARKS
SI1ON

Jefferson County Historic Landmarks Commission
October 10, 2018
Jefferson County Commission Meeting Room

Members present: Martin Burke, Chairman, “L.S. Leigh Koonce, Jack Hefestay, Ben Horter,
Tony Troxel.

Guesis present: Jim Surkamp,
and three others.

Mr. Burke called meeting to order at 7:04 pm

Public Comment:

-pokc with regard 1o his opposition to Rockwool and requested the HLC
weigh in regarding the smoke stacks that will be erected.

-Jim Surkamp spoke with regard to Rockwool and highlighted the proximity to the
property and the Greenback Raid.

uestioned the membership of the HLC and its publication of meeting
minuies. She also spoke in opposition to Rockwool

] poke against the Rockwool project and highlighted the proximity of
her famuily farm, o the project.

_.kuggcsted the HLC membership. as County Commission appointed agents.
are able to request any documents necessary (o make an informed decision relating to
their decision-making processes. also raised concemns about the Charles Town
Presbyterian Church Cemetery and its rélcation.

Mr. Burke responded to -nd mdicated the property is within a municipal boundary and,
thus, not under the jurisdiction of the HLC. Mr. Burke spoke with Seth Rivard, Charles Town
City Planner. and Mr. Rivard indicated Charles Town is not laking a position relating to the
cemetery.

Mr. Burke introduced Tony Troxel who was appointed by the County Commission to the
vacancy created by the resignation o | | | G

August Minutes: Mr, Horter moved to approve the minutes as presented. Mr. Hefestay
seconded the motion which passed unanimously.
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EXHIBIT EEE - JCHLC COURTHOUSE COMMITTEE

f. Changed Appendix C. principal and conditional use table, for villages to allow
some commercial uses. this is under the category of adaptive reuse

C. IC Courthouse Committee — Koonce

The courthouse committee has not met since the last JCHLC meeting. Koonce noted that
there was a leak due to a burst pipe about two weeks ago but there was no damage to any
documents. He also noted that Steve Redding is the sitting judge until the election in May,
and his staff can handle any small problems that arise. Burke noted that the final decision on
the courthouse windows was to remove the exterior storms and replace them with magnetic
interior storms and repair the wood windows. This will greatly improve the appearance of the
courthouse.

D. Status of projects at -'arm — Burke

The JCHLC just paid to have the stairs in the barn reorganized. The work was finished on
Monday and really opens the space inside. There are several events coming te

Farm. On April 20-21, there will be a 2-day bread-making class, but baking for the public
will not begin until May 12. JC Parks & Recreation. with whom the JCHLC has a MOU. has
planned 2 events: a wedding and a craft fair. The wedding will take place on April 28. They
will be erecting tents on the site and using the barn as a dance area. May 5 is the Blue Ridge
Arts and Crafis Fair, and the 60 vendor spots sold out. Koonce asked if the JCHLC has
established a plan to monitor the site before and after the events. Burke replied that someone
from the JCHLC as well as Parks and Rec will be checking the farm. The JCHLC is due to
renew its MOU in May. and the next few weeks will inform both parties about the capacity
of the farm for these kinds of events. The JCHLC has also added a loop trail which is
maintained by Parks & Rec. The JCHLC is taking on a student intern in Shepherd’s
Geomatics program who will be in the GIS office working with a local landscape architect.
She will plan a 10-year evolution of LC’s 10 acres & the Board of Education
adjoining 40 acres to create the W’ann Native Species Park.” The site will focus
on WV native species. The JCHLC can expect a presentation on the proposed plan at the
August meeting.

E. Status of-\lR nomination — -

-said the nomination remains in review in Washington, but the JCHLC should hear
something this month.

F. Status of Rte. 340 —- MOU with WVDOH — Horter
The JCHLC has until the end of May to come up with a plan for the National Register
nominations, oral histories, and interpretive plans around Rippon. The WVDOH must
approve the plan, and the JCHLC must prioritize the activities. After the money has been
sent, the JCHLC has 5 vears to complete the projects. Koonce asked if the MOU was voted
on, and a review of last year’s minutes’ show that it was voted on in September 2017.

G. Status of interpretative projects — Kelly
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